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The Administration of the Sacraments 


Our Lord Jesus Christ in the night in which He was betrayed 
instituted, and Himself administered, His Holy Supper. To this 
day this Sacrament remains His Holy Supper, a heavenly banquet 
which He Himself has spread and which He Himself serves to all 
attendants. Says Luther: “We know that it is and is called the 
Lord’s Supper, not the supper of the Christians. For the Lord 
has not only instituted it, but also prepares and administers it 
Himself. He Himself is the cook and the waiter, food and drink.” 
(XX, 884.) Invited by His boundless grace, we stand as guests 
before His face. As Host He spreads no common food; here is 
His body and His blood. Here He Himself, both Gift and Giver, 
with His own flesh and blood our souls doth nourish. He Himself, 
though now sitting at the right hand of God, still is the real Ad- 
ministrator of the Sacrament, though now He no longer visibly 
stands before us but dispenses the Sacrament by representation. 
The other Sacrament, Baptism, He already during His life on 
earth seems to have administered only in this manner. Compare 
John 3:22; 4:1 and the explanatory note: “though Jesus Himself 
baptized not but His disciples,” John 4:2. That is now the Lord’s 
manner of administering His Sacraments in His holy Church: 
by representatives, whom He has chosen, through whom He Him- 
self baptizes and distributes the Lord’s Supper just as truly as He 
preaches through His representatives, Luke 10:16. Who are these 
representatives? Christ Himself leaves no doubt as to the answer. 

When Christ instituted His Holy Supper, there were assembled 
with Him “the twelve disciples,’ Matt. 26:20; “the apostles,” 
Luke 22:14. The twelve apostles, however, did not receive the 
Eucharist because of their apostolic office, as an exclusive right 
and blessing to be granted only to apostles, or at least only to the 
members of the clergy. They were there assembled as disciples 
of Jesus, and to them as His disciples the Lord administered the 
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Sacrament, Matt. 26:26. Nor were the apostles in their official 
capacity at that time ordained or designated as the future ex- 
clusive dispensers or administrators of the Sacrament. The words 
“This do,” addressed to those present, were spoken to them in their 
capacity as apostles as little as the words “Take, eat; take, drink,” 
were addressed to them only as apostles. Christ instituted His 
Supper for His disciples. His disciples until the end of time are 
to do what He did on that memorable evening, are to dispense 
His body and His blood under the blessed bread and wine, till 
He come. Likewise, when the Lord instituted Holy Baptism 
shortly before His ascension, He did not address only the eleven 
disciples mentioned by Matthew, chap. 28:16 (cp. Mark 16:14-20) 
nor the five hundred brethren, 1 Cor. 15:6, if Paul is here speaking 
of the same appearance as Matthew. His words on that memorable 
occasion were directed to all with whom He shall be unto the end 
of the world, Matt. 28:20. He had in mind His congregation of 
saints, sanctified in Christ Jesus, comprising all that in every place 
call upon the name of Jesus, 1Cor.1:2, to whom He announces 
by His Apostle Paul, “All things are yours,” 1Cor.3:21,22. He 
was thinking of that communion of elect strangers to whom Peter 
in the spirit of Christ wrote those significant words “Ye are 
a chosen generation, a royal priesthood,” etc., 1Pet.2:9. The 
administration of the Sacraments is but one of the choice gifts 
bestowed by the heavenly Bridegroom upon His bride, the Church, 
John 3:28,29. Jerusalem above, the Holy Christian Church of 
the New Testament, is “the mother of us all,” Gal. 4:26, and “there- 
fore everything by which God’s children are born belongs to the 
Church,” as Walther splendidly puts it. (Walther and the Church, 
p.60.) Says Luther: “The Church is truly Christ’s body and 
member. If she is His body, she has the true Spirit, the Gospel, 
faith, Baptism, Sacrament, keys, the ministry, prayer, Holy Scrip- 
ture, and all that Christendom must have.” (XVII, 2187.) Nor is 
this marvelous privilege given to the Church only as a unit, as 
a totalitarian entity. Speaking at the institution of the Lord’s 
Supper, and again at the institution of Holy Baptism, Christ com- 
missions all the members of the Church of the New Testament, 
every individual member. He uses the plural, “Take, eat. Drink 
ye all of it. This do” (Adete, payete, miete névtes). “Go ye and 
teach, baptizing; I have commanded you. I am with you.” There 
can be no doubt that the Sacraments and their administration 
are given to all Christians, young and old, man or woman, preacher 
or layman. Through His holy Church on earth, through His be- 
lieving followers, Christ now administers His holy Sacraments, 
Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 

Christ, however, has not only transmitted to His Church the 
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right to administer His sacred ordinances, He also has clearly 
defined the manner in which the Church is to put this precious 
privilege into operation. Since He is the Author not of confusion 
but of peace, who wants all things to be done decently and in 
order, 1 Cor. 14:33, 40, and since there would be disorder, strife, 
and schisms if every one were to exercise indiscriminately the 
common right of administering the Sacraments, He has in His 
wisdom commanded the Church to choose and call special min- 
isters, who in the name and by the authority of the congregation 
are to administer the sacred ordinances of the house of God. These 
ministers are in a special sense of the term administrators of the 
Sacraments, or as Paul expresses it, ministers of Christ and 
stewards of the mysteries of God, 1 Cor. 4:1. As the great Shep- 
herd of the sheep, Jesus Christ, made Peter His assistant shepherd 
when He told Him on the shore of Lake Tiberias, “Feed My sheep, 
feed My lambs,” John 21:15-17, so Christ gave to His Church some 
apostles, and some prophets, and some evangelists, and some pas- 
tors and teachers for the perfecting of the saints, for the work of 
the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ, Eph. 4:11, 12. 
Cp. Acts 20:28. 

It is, therefore, the will of Christ that the congregations to 
whom He has given His Word and Sacraments, His means of 
grace, choose and call special men who in the name of the con- 
gregation, as its representatives and spokesmen, as stewards of the 
mysteries of God, are to administer and dispense Word and Sacra- 
ments, which the heavenly Bridegroom has entrusted to His Church 
as His bridal gift. These men have been made rulers over His 
household by the Lord Himself in order that they as faithful and 
wise stewards of the mysteries of God give to all the members of 
the household their portion of meat in due season, Luke 12:42. 

The relation of the pastor to the congregation, of the congre- 
gation to its pastor, and of both to God with regard to the adminis- 
tration of the Sacraments may be illustrated by the relation of 
Moses to Aaron and of both to God, Ex. 4:14-17. To Moses was 
given the office of delivering Israel, He was to do no more, no less, 
than God told him to do. Aaron was made the spokesman of 
Moses. Moses was to speak to Aaron, to put words into his mouth, 
was to be to him instead of God. Aaron was to speak only what 
Moses had commanded him to speak, while Moses was to put only 
those words into Aaron’s mouth which God had told him. Aaron 
was responsible to Moses for the words he spoke, and both Moses 
and Aaron were responsible to God, who had placed them into 
their respective office. Similarly, to the congregation is given the 
Office of the Keys, delivering from the bondage of sin. The pastor 
is the spokesman, the representative of the congregation by divine 
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appointment. The congregation tells the pastor what he is to do 
and say, puts the words in his mouth, is to him instead of God. 
The pastor is to teach and do no more, no less, than the congre- 
gation tells him to teach and do, while the congregation is to 
tell him no more, no less, than God has given her the right to tell 
him. The pastor is responsible to the congregation whose repre- 
sentative he is, and both congregation and pastor are responsible 
to God, who has placed into their hands their respective rights 
and duties. The congregation has not the right to demand obe- 
dience on the part of the pastor if it changes the ordinances and 
words which God has given to it. And the pastor has not the 
right to obey the congregation if it makes such demands, since, 
while responsible to the congregation, he is primarily responsible 
to the Lord, who has called him into His service as His steward 
and representative. Only if both congregation and pastor speak 
and do what the Lord has told them to do and to speak, are they 
really Christ’s representatives, the administrators of the manifold 
blessings of their Lord. 

While Scripture very clearly teaches that the Sacraments 
ordinarily are to be administered by the called ministers of the 
Word, this does not mean that a Christian layman under no circum- 
stance may administer the Sacraments. When God Himself has so 
shaped events that the steward is not available, e.g., when there 
is no pastor in that particular territory, or when a child is at the 
point of death or an unbaptized adult who has professed his faith 
and has asked to be baptized is suddenly attacked by a mortal 
sickness, when, in other words, a case of emergency arises, then 
any one to whom the Sacraments belong by divine gift, any Chris- 
tian, may administer what has been entrusted to him by God 
Himself to such as are in need of these means of grace. This 
applies to both Sacraments, to Baptism and to Holy Supper, though, 
as we shall see, not in the same measure. Baptism is the washing 
of regeneration (Titus 3:5; John 3:5,6), one of the means of 
discipling the nations (Matt. 28:19; Gal.3:27), the only means 
known to us that can engender saving faith in little children, 
a means, moreover, not to be despised by any adult (Luke 7:30; 
Acts 2:38-41). Baptism, therefore, the Sacrament ordained by 
Christ for the initiation into His kingdom, may and must in a case 
of emergency be administered by any Christian. That is not 
despising the divine institution of the ministry, which could not 
function in this case. The case may arise that even an unbeliever, 
who has not been given the Office of the Keys, may be pressed 
into service as the dispenser of Baptism, for example, if a Chris- 
tian mother’s new-born babe is in danger of death and she is too 
weak to perform the baptism and the only person available should 
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be an unbeliever, a Jewish doctor, a Unitarian nurse. The un- 
believing person serves in this case only as the agent for the be- 
lieving mother, as a dispenser of that Baptism which by divine 
gift belongs to her. Such a baptism would be a valid and legitimate 
baptism, provided, of course, that it is performed in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 

Calvin teaches that no layman has this right. “Christ has not 
commanded women nor all men to baptize, but He gave this com- 
mandment to those whom He constituted His apostles.” (Inst. 
IV:15, 20.) The Presbyterian confessions agree with Calvin. The 
Westminster Confession declares: “There be only two Sacraments 
ordained of Christ, .. . neither of which may be dispensed by any 
but a minister of the Word lawfully ordained” (XXVII, 4). 

In this practise the Calvinists follow the hierarchical error 
of Rome. In fact, in denying the right of baptism to the laity, they 
out-Rome Rome, for Rome concedes at least this right to the 
layman. According to the Catechismus Romanus a threefold order 
of degree is to be observed in the administration of Baptism. 
Bishops and priests baptize by divine right (de iure), because they 
have been given the commandment, Go, baptize, in the person of 
the apostles. The second order is that of the deacons, who may 
administer Baptism only by permission of the bishop or priest. 
The last order includes all men, no matter which religion they 
profess, even Jews. All belonging to this class may baptize with- 
out solemn ceremonies, as long as they intend to do what the 
Church does in baptism. This is in agreement with Canon IV 
on Baptism, Session VII, Trent. “If any one saith that the baptism 
which is even given by heretics in the name of the Father and of 
the Son and of the Holy Ghost with the intention of doing what 
the Church doth is not true baptism; let him be anathema.” 
(Waterworth, p. 56.) Of course, even in this distinction the Roman 
error is in evidence. Rome condescends to grant the layman a 
privilege which according to its doctrine belongs by divine right 
only to the bishop and priest; Christ, on the contrary, gave this 
Sacrament and its administration to His believing disciples, to all 
of them, to them alone. 

May, then, a layman administer also the Lord’s Supper? The 
Church of Rome denies in toto this right to any unordained person. 
According to the doctrine of Rome the Eucharist is a Sacrament, 
and none but an ordained priest may celebrate Mass or administer 
the Holy Supper. The Council of Trent anathematizes all who 
deny that in the Mass a true and proper sacrifice is offered to God 
for the sins, pains, satisfactions, and other necessities of the dying 
and the dead and that Christ ordained that the apostles and other 
priests should offer His own body and blood. On the Sacrament 
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of the Mass. Canon I, II, III. (Waterworth, pp. 158,159.) In strict 
keeping with these Canons the Catechismus Romanus instructs its 
readers: “It must be taught that only to the priest the power is 
given to perform the Eucharist and to distribute it to the be- 
lievers. ... The Church has by a law forbidden that any one 
who is not consecrated should be permitted to handle or touch 
the holy vessel, the clothes, or other instruments necessary for its 
administration, unless a grave need should arise.” (Catechismus 
Romanus, Part II, Question 65. Smets, p. 253.) 

The Council of Trent, Session VII, Of Sacraments in General, 
Canon X, vociferates: “If any one saith that all Christians have 
power to administer the Word and all the Sacraments, let him be 
anathema.” This anathema is directed against Luther and his 
doctrine of the general priesthood of all believers. Answering this 
charge, Chemnitz calls attention to the fact that it is a gross and 
glaring misrepresentation of Luther’s doctrine and then continues: 
“If any are of the opinion that the power to take over and exer- 
cise the ministry of the Word and Sacraments in the Church has 
been granted to any Christian indiscriminately without a special 
and legitimate call, they are justly and deservedly condemned. For 
they oppose the well-known divine rule ‘How shall they preach ex- 
cept they be sent’ (Rom. 10:15) and ‘I have not sent these prophets; 
yet they ran’ and Paul’s rule ‘Let all things be done decently and 
in order’ (1 Cor.14:40). The Church, however, has always ex- 
cepted the case of necessity, as Jerome and Augustine testify.” 
(Examen, Pars II, Sectio IX.) 

Chemnitz clearly and truthfully presents Luther’s doctrine. 
On the one hand, Luther insists on the Scriptural doctrine that all 
Christians are priests before God and that, therefore, to them 
primarily belongs the administration of the Lord’s Supper. In 1523 
he wrote: “The third office is to consecrate and administer the 
sacred bread and wine.... Here they glory and boast that no one 
else has this power, neither the angels nor the Virgin Mother of 
God. But we pass over their foolishness and say that this office 
also is common to all Christians, even as the priesthood. . . . 
A woman baptizes and proclaims the Word of life, whereby sin is 
canceled, eternal death removed, the prince of this world expelled, 
heaven made our own. If the greater is given to all, that is Word 
and Baptism, then the lesser cannot justly be refused to them, the 
consecration of the Sacrament.” (X,1577.) “The keys belong to 
the entire Christian congregation of all Christians and to every 
one that is a member of that congregation. And this comprises 
not only the power but also the use and every mode that there 
can be; else the words of Christ, Matt. 18: 15-20, would be violated. 
In this passage the right in its highest perfection and the use in 
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its fullest completeness is granted and sealed that they [the Chris- 
tians] might bind and loose; else we should deny to Christ Himself 
the right and use of the keys when He dwells in the midst of two.” 
(X:1581.) And in 1533 Luther writes: “Our faith and Sacrament 
must not be based on the person, be he pious or consecrated, or- 
dained or unordained, called or intruder, the devil or his mother, 
but on Christ, on His Word, on His office, on His commandments 
and ordinances. Where these are established, all is clearly 
established and administered, no matter who or what the person 
may be.” (XIV:1272.) 

But as clearly as Luther taught that the Office of the Keys, 
Word and Sacraments, were a bridal gift given to the entire Church 
by the heavenly Bridegroom, just so clearly he taught that the 
actual administration of the Sacraments was entrusted to the called 
ministers of Christ. In response to a question whether a house- 
father might serve Holy Communion to his family Luther writes: 
“He has not the duty to establish the custom of communing himself 
and his family. It is also unnecessary, since he has neither the call 
nor the command to do this. If ministers, whose duty it is to 
administer the Sacrament, refuse to give it to him and his, he may 
well be saved through his faith by the Word. To administer the 
Sacrament in the individual homes will cause great offense and 
in the end serve no good purpose but create schisms and sects... . 
It is right and a duty that a housefather teaches the Word of God 
to his family, for God has commanded that we should teach our 
children and household, and the Word is committed to every one. 
But the Sacrament is a public confession and must have public 
administers.” (X:2224f. Cp. also X:2226, 2228f.; XX:1759.) 

Hartmann writes: “May a layman consecrate and administer 
the Holy Supper? We answer negatively. Though a layman may 
in case of necessity administer Baptism, the same right is not to 
be conceded to him with respect to the administration of the Sacra- 
ment of the Eucharist. The reason for the difference is this. There 
is not the same necessity of the Lord’s Supper as of Baptism, which 
as the washing of regeneration must of necessity be granted to the 
children. But we can do without the Lord’s Supper, both in case 
of emergency and in case of lack of an elemental matter, without 
endangering our salvation. Here the word of Augustine is in 
place: ‘Believe and thou hast eaten.’ Baptism confers faith, with- 
out which no one can be saved. The Lord’s Supper does not 
confer faith but strengthens and seals the faith already conferred. 
This strengthening and sealing in a case of necessity, as above 
mentioned, may be effected by the promises of the Gospel, so that 
there is no danger to salvation to be feared because of the lack of 
the Lord’s Supper.” Hartmann, Pastorale, pp. 763, 764. 
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While, however, Luther, Hartmann, and many other theolo- 
gians deny that a layman may ever legitimately administer the 
Sacrament, (while not denying the validity of the Lord’s Supper 
administered by the layman) other Lutheran theologians hold 
that it is right and legitimate if a layman in cases of extreme 
emergency serves the Lord’s Supper. Cotta in his edition of 
Gerhardt’s Dogmatics names the following: John Gallus, Heshusius, 
Bidembach, Chemnitz, Dannhauer, Hunnius, Calixt, Fecht, Spener. 
Walther in his Pastorale names also Corvinus, Deyling, Brochmand, 
and Grapius. We feel that because of the danger of creating 
disorder and because there is not that extreme necessity for the 
Lord’s Supper as there is for Baptism, that the layman should be 
discouraged from administering the Sacrament excepting in very 
extreme cases. It is quite a different matter, of course, if in the 
absence of an ordained pastor a layman is authorized by the con- 
gregation to administer the Sacrament as their representative. 
A congregation has the right to do that. 

Since the Sacraments are God’s ordinances and not man’s, 
and since no man can institute an efficacious means of grace, 
the Sacraments must be administered in full keeping with the 
divine institution, whether administered by a pastor or a layman. 
In order to be a valid means of grace no essential factor of the 
Sacrament may be changed. In other words, no other elements 
may be substituted for those ordained by Christ, nor may the 
sense of the words which Christ spoke in connection with the 
institution of the Sacrament be changed or other words conveying 
a meaning essentially different from the words used by the Lord 
be substituted. Beza permitted the use of other liquids in bap- 
tism, if water should not be available. Schleiermacher, who held 
that Jesus had used wine mixed with water, on his death-bed told 
his family to drink the wine while he would drink water, since 
the physician had forbidden him to drink wine. (Lehre und Wehre, 
47:236.) English missions in South Africa used banana juice in 
the Lord’s Supper, and the inspector of the Bielefeld Mission re- 
garded that as perfectly proper. (Lehre und Wehre, 60:142.) 
Substituting a different element for that ordained by Christ is not 
celebrating the Lord’s Sacrament, but a blasphemous perversion 
of a divine ordinance. 

The Reformed churches deny the real presence of the body 
and blood in the Holy Supper. They force upon the clear words 
of Christ a sense which is the exact opposite of what they actually 
say. Therefore the Reformed churches are not celebrating the 
Lord’s Supper, but a man-made substitute. Whatever benefit the 
Reformed Christian may derive from his celebration is not effected 
by the Lord’s Supper, — that was not celebrated, — but it is either 
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a self-delusion, an emotional exaltation based on imaginary grounds 
without any foundation in Scripture, or it is wrought by the word 
of the Gospel, the precious promises spoken in connection with the 
Reformed perversion of the Holy Supper. A Sacrament must be 
God’s Sacrament, or it is not a valid Sacrament, not a divine in- 
stitution, but a human counterfeit. 

Unitarians deny the Scriptural doctrine of the Trinity. Though 
they still use the terms Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, they con- 
nect with these terms a sense contradictory to the Scriptural doc- 
trine of the Trinity. In a rationalistic agenda published 1808 in 
Germany the author, C. F. Sintenis, “Consistorialrat und Pastor zu 
Zerbst,” offers no fewer than fifteen formulas for baptism, all of 
which, with one exception, omit the Trinitarian formula, substi- 
tuting for it some reference to God, virtue, and immortality. The 
tenth formula, to be used at the baptism of an illegitimate child, 
offers the well-known form, I baptize thee in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. But already in the 
preface the author had given the direction that, whenever the 
Trinitarian formula is used, the pastor must give the proper ex- 
planation, viz., that it is “a baptism into the faith that God the 
Father of all has sent Jesus who by His doctrine is to fill the world 
with holy spirit, with wisdom and virtue.” The God of all Uni- 
tarians is an idol, and therefore their baptism, even if they use 
the Trinitarian formula, is not a baptism in the name of the Triune 
God, but a baptism in the name of an idol, an invalid baptism, a 
baptism not recognized by the true God, who will not give His 
glory to another nor His praise to idols. 

In the year 1880 the pastoral conference of Baltimore asked 
the faculty of Concordia Seminary for an opinion on the validity 
of the baptism administered by Pastor Scheib, a Neo-Protestant 
pastor, who had for many years served the old Zion Ev. Luth. 
Church of Baltimore. When Scheib publicly denied the doctrine 
of the Trinity, many of his members left his church and later 
formed part of the main stock of our congregations. Some of them 
or their children were baptized by Scheib. Many unchurched 
parents had their children baptized by him. In the course of 
lengthy and very thorough discussions of the whole matter, the 
conference had asked Zion Congregation whether they still were 
willing to be regarded as a Lutheran congregation adhering to the 
Lutheran Confessions or whether, together with their pastor, they 
denied the doctrine of the Trinity. The congregation replied that 
the conference had no right to demand a confession of this sort. 
Two questions were proposed to the faculty. The one, Are the 
children of unchurched parents baptized by Scheib validly bap- 
tized? the faculty answered in the negative, since “there was no 
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reason to assume that these parents had demanded a Christian 
baptism.” The second question was, Shall we create doubts as to 
the validity of their baptism in all members of our congregations 
formerly baptized by Scheib? We quote the closing paragraph of 
the faculty’s answer. “Our answer is, The response of the church 
council leaves no doubt that the adherents of Scheib now have 
accepted his viewpoint, that, therefore, no true Baptism exists 
among them, and that such as have been seemingly baptized by 
him, must be validly baptized. If, however, you can establish 
a definite time until which his ‘congregation’ did not publicly side 
with him, but still adhered to the mystery of the holy Trinity, you 
would have to regard all those baptized up to that time as having 
been baptized validly. Quenstedt writes: ‘A baptism administered 
according to Christ’s institution by the minister of a congregation 
who is either secretly or publicly infested with the Photinian error, 
is efficacious and need not be repeated if his congregation does not 
agree with him but openly professes the opposite and adheres to 
the right faith.’ It will hardly be possible exactly to establish such 
a period, but you would have to try to establish it at least ap- 
proximately and then always keep in mind that the most advisable 
course is to prefer certainty to uncertainty. In a certain sense the 
principle applies here also, What is not known to have been done 
cannot fall under the charge of repetition.” The opinion is signed 
by C.F. W. Walther, M. Guenther, G. Schaller, F. Pieper, R. Lange, 
and dated March 4, 1880. (Lehre u. Wehre, 26:330-342.) 

When Christ instituted His Supper, He did not only distribute 
bread and wine, nor did He only tell His disciples that they were 
now eating His body and drinking His blood. We are told that 
He gave thanks and blessed, consecrated, the elements. Such 
consecration is essential. If this blessing of the Sacrament, the 
consecration of the elements, were omitted, we should not be doing 
what Christ did and what He told His disciples to do in remem- 
brance of Him. On the manner of consecration let us hear 
Chemnitz. In his Examen, Pars II, Loc. IV, Sec.1, § 7, he writes: 

“The benediction, or consecration, is not to be divided between 
the Word of God and the words of human tradition. For not every 
word is sufficient to constitute a Sacrament, but the Word of God 
is required. And in order that the Word of God be proved by 
fire (i.e., reliable), nothing is to be added thereto, Prov. 30:6. 
Above all, nothing is to be superadded to the testament of the Son 
of God, Gal.3:15. In brief, Christ has commanded us to do in 
the administration of the Eucharist what He had done. He, how- 
ever, did not perform a silent act but spoke. And what He said 
is recorded in Scripture to the extent that the Holy Spirit has 
judged needful for us. 
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“Therefore the ancient Church, although she has made use also 
of other exhortations and prayers, has in simplicity, yet correctly, 
felt that by the speech of Christ, that is, by the words of divine 
institution the benediction or consecration of the Eucharist is 
effected. 

“The clearest passage of all is found in Ambrosius, De Sacra- 
mento, 1.4, c.4. After he had said that the bread is the body of 
Christ by virtue of consecration, he at once asks, By which words 
and by whose speech is this benediction effected? He answers, 
By the words and speech of the Lord Jesus, and adds that there is 
a difference between this and the other speeches in this act, which 
are either prayers or praises. These, he says, do not pertain to 
the consecration or blessing of the Eucharist. But at the point 
where the Sacrament is to be consecrated and consummated, there 
the priest no longer uses his words but Christ’s. And in chap.5 
he definitely states which are these words of Christ by quoting 
the words of institution.” Cp. also C. T. M., X, p. 264—267. 

The Church of Rome consecrates the elements not only in the 
Lord’s Supper, but consecrates also the water to be used in 
ceremonial baptism, baptism by the priest or bishop. “In admin- 
istering solemn baptism, however, the Church prescribes that the 
water used should have been consecrated on Holy Saturday [Sat- 
urday before Easter Sunday] or on the eve of Pentecost. For the 
liceity (not validity) of the Sacrament, therefore, the priest is 
obliged to use consecrated water.” (Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, 
p. 272, col.B.) The manner of consecrating the water is then 
described as follows. “This custom is so ancient that we cannot 
discover its origin. It is found in the most ancient liturgies of the 
Latin and Greek churches and is mentioned in the Apostolic Con- 
stitutions (VII, 43). The ceremony of its consecration is striking 
and symbolic. After signing the water with the cross, the priest 
divides it with his hand and casts it to the four corners of the 
earth. This signifies the baptizing of all nations. Then he breathes 
upon the water and immerses the paschal candle in it. Next he 
pours into the water, first, the oil of catechumens and then the 
sacred chrism, and lastly both holy oils together, pronouncing ap- 
propriate prayers. But what if during the year, the supply of 
consecrated water should be insufficient? In that case, the ritual 
declares that the priest may add common water to what remains, 
only in less quantity.... In the United States the Holy See has 
sanctioned a short formula for the consecration of baptismal water. 
(Conc. Plen., Balt., II.)” 

Recognition of the simple truth that the pastor is the repre- 
sentative of the congregation and of God, that he is dispensing 
not his own goods and gifts but the mysteries of God, will influence 
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both his inward attitude and his outward behavior in the ad- 
ministration of these ordinances. It is true, the validity of the 
Sacrament is not affected or influenced by the personal faith and 
piety of the administrator, by his intention to do what Christ has 
commanded, or by lack of such intention. Quenstedt calls atten- 
tion to this fact and to its underlying principle when he writes: 
“The Sacraments are not the person’s who dispenses them but 
God’s, in whose name they are being dispensed, and therefore the 
gracious power and effect of the Sacrament is of God alone and 
depends on Him alone (1 Cor.3:5,7), not on the qualities of the 
minister. ... In the outer act (of administering the Sacrament) 
the minister’s inner intention to do what the congregation does 
is by no means necessary.” 

The pastor is merely the spokesman of the congregation. The 
congregation, in turn, puts into the pastor’s mouth the very words 
that Christ has spoken, and the Sacrament is what that word 
makes it, irrespective of the inner attitude or intention of the 
dispenser, unless the congregation deliberately changes the mean- 
ing and import of the words of institution. A pardon remains a 
pardon, whether the messenger announcing it to the prisoner 
regards it as a valid pardon or as a crying injustice, whether he 
rejoices in the privilege of announcing the message or does it 
merely as a matter of routine or inwardly even resents the duty 
imposed upon him. 

While it is true that the attitude or intention of the pastor does 
not affect the validity of the Sacrament, God does not look upon the 
attitude and behavior of the administrator as a matter of little or 
no importance. Christ does not want unbelieving pastors, indif- 
ferent ministers, in His service. If the administrator of Christ’s 
Sacraments does not believe what He says, if he has no intention of 
doing what the Lord, whose spokesman the pastor is, commands 
His Church to do, the pastor ought not to dispense the mysteries 
of God, he ought never to have entered the ministry, he ought to 
resign. “Unto the wicked God saith, What hast thou to declare 
My statutes, or that thou shouldest take My covenant in thy 
mouth?” Ps. 50:16. Every administration of the Sacraments would 
be counted against him as wickedness, as shameful, damnable 
hypocrisy, as a crimen laesae majestatis; though unclean, he pre- 
sumptuously bore the vessels of the Lord, Is.52:11. And the be- 
lieving pastor must never forget that the administration of the 
Sacraments is not merely part of a profession, not merely a duty 
which he must perform in order to be worthy of his hire. When- 
ever he baptizes, whenever he administers Holy Communion, he 
is dispensing the mysteries of God, he is serving those Sacraments 
which cost God His own Son, and cost this Son of God His own 
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life’s blood. In Baptism he is applying that water whereby the 
Holy Spirit regenerates a person born in iniquity and sin, spiritu- 
ally dead, and makes him a child of God, and heir of eternal 
salvation. In Holy Communion he gives to the weary and troubled 
child of God that body and blood whereby the Son of God 
strengthens him whom He has redeemed by sacrificing His body 
and shedding His blood on the cross. Let the pastor never regard 
these heavenly mysteries as matters of mere routine. He is acting 
here as the spokesman of Christ’s bride, yea, as the mouthpiece 
of the Bridegroom, wooing, winning, comforting, strengthening, 
His own beloved ones. If ever, then at the administration of the 
Sacraments the pastor should keep in mind the words of the 
apostle “If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God; 
if any man minister, let him do it as of the ability which God 
giveth; that God in all things may be glorified through Jesus 
Christ, to whom be praise and dominion forever and ever. Amen,” 
1 Pet.4:11. The whole bearing of the pastor should be in keeping 
with his holy calling. Let all his movements be unhurried. The 
words of institution, the prayers spoken during the administration 
of the Sacraments, are matters of too great importance to be rushed 
through with hurricane speed. Just as reprehensible is the other 
extreme, that of unduly drawing and dragging out the words. Let 
them be spoken in a natural manner, solemnly, in keeping with 
the dignity of the occasion, without becoming guilty of that unc- 
tuous sanctimoniousness so closely approaching cant. Above all, 
let the pastor before every administration of the Sacrament ask 
God to fill his heart with true reverence for these divine institu- 
tions and to grant grace that his speech and his actions may reflect 
that holy joy, that humble veneration, that unaffected consecration, 
which characterizes the faithful servant of Christ and His Church. 

In this connection it is not out of place to call attention to 
another custom prescribed by the Church of Rome in consecrating 
the Eucharist. The Tridentinum, Sess. 22, On the Sacrifice of the 
Mass, chap. IX, Canon IX, anathematizes all who say that the rite 
of the Roman Church, according to which a part of the canon 
and the words of the consecration are pronounced in a low tone, is 
to be condemned, or that the Mass ought to be celebrated in the 
vulgar tongue only. (Waterworth, p.159.) These rites of the 
Church of Rome and these anathemas are the logical consequence 
of their denial of the Scriptural principle that the Sacrament be- 
longs primarily not to the priest, but to the congregation. In direct 
opposition to these rites and in full keeping with the principle 
taught in Holy Writ the Lutheran Church insists that the words of 
the institution are to be spoken or chanted in a language which 
the people understand and in a loud and distinct manner, so that 
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the congregation, which, after all, is the real celebrant of the 
Sacrament, may know and be sure that the proper words of con- 
secration have indeed been spoken over the elements. Says Luther, 
referring to this rite of the Roman Church: “No one can be sure 
whether or not they speak the words; therefore no one can be 
obligated to believe their secret whisperings.” (St. L., XTX:1281.) 
And in beautiful language he describes a Lutheran celebration of 
Holy Communion: “God be praised, in our churches we can show 
a Christian a true Christian Mass according to the ordinance and 
institution of Christ and the real intention of Christ and the 
Church. Our pastor, bishop, or minister in the pastoral office, 
legitimately and honestly and publicly called, having been con- 
secrated, anointed, and born a priest of Christ, steps before the 
altar. In the hearing of all he distinctly chants the words of the 
institution of the Holy Supper, takes the bread, gives thanks, dis- 
tributes it, and by virtue of the word of Christ ‘This is My body; 
this is My blood; this do’ he gives it to us who are present and 
wish to receive it. We, especially those who would commune, 
kneel beside, behind, around him, man and woman, young and 
old, master and servant, mistress and maid, parents and children, 
just as God has brought us together here, all of us true, holy priests 
together with him, sanctified by the blood of Christ, anointed by 
the Holy Ghost, consecrated in Baptism. Because of this our native, 
inherited priestly honor and beauty . . . we do not let our pastor 
speak the words of Christ for himself, as though he were speaking 
them for his own person, but he is our mouth, and we all speak 
the words with him from our very hearts and with firm faith in 
the Lamb of God, who is there for us and with us and feeds us, 
according to His ordinance, with His body and blood. That is our 
Mass, and the true Mass, which will not deceive us. ... If the 
pastor does not believe or doubts, we believe. If he should make 
a mistake or become confused or forget whether he has spoken 
the words, we are there, listen to him, hold fast to the words and 
are sure that they have been spoken; therefore we cannot be 
deceived.” (St. L., XIX:1279 f.) 

One more thought before we bring this paper to its close. 
Since the pastor is the servant of the congregation also when he 
is administering the Sacraments, he should not change the congre- 
gational customs needlessly, particularly if they have been long 
established and have on that account acquired a certain venera- 
tion among the members of the congregation. Under no circum- 
stances ought he to make any changes in these customs without 
the sanciion of the congregation. If a change seems advisable to 
him, he ought to broach the matter carefully and tactfully with 
due respect to the rights of the congregation and only after having 
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assured himself by prayerful consideration that his proposal will 
not cause dissatisfaction, strife, bitterness, schisms, within the con- 
gregation. Undue hastiness, insistence on his own personal prefer- 
ence, an inordinate hankering for innovations, the itch to change 
merely for the sake of changing, is certainly not compatible with 
the office of a servant of that God who is not the author of con- 
fusion but of peace, nor with his position as the minister of Christ’s 
congregation, to whom, after all, the administration of the Sacra- 
ments is primarily entrusted and whose is the right to decide what 
customs are to be adopted, or changed, or retained, as long as such 
action does not conflict with God’s will and Word. Tu. LartscH 
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The False Arguments for the Modern Theory of Open 
Questions 


A Translation of Dr.C.F.W.Walther’s Article Entitled “Die falschen 
Stuetzen der modernen Theorie von den offenen Fragen,” 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV (1868) 


(Continued) 


A further argument for this theory is the view that evidently 
for ecclesiastical unity not more is required than agreement in the 
teachings laid down in the public confession of the Church; that 
these are the only ones fixed by the Church itself; that on these 
only the Church has made pronouncements and decisions; and that 
everything else has to be considered as belonging to the category 
of open questions. 

This view was voiced, for instance, by the pastors of the Iowa 
Synod when they in 1859 published the following “Declaration” 
in their synodical organ: “We treat the teaching pertaining to the 
‘last things’ as an open question, that is, as a question in which 
there may be a difference of opinion without disturbance of church- 
fellowship and concerning which in the symbols of our Church no 
confessional decision has been laid down, for which reason both 
views may exist in the Church alongside each other.” 

In its synodical report of 1858 the same synod had made this 
declaration: “Accordingly we dare not deny that beside the teach- 
ings which are symbolically fixed there is found a sphere of 
theological knowledge containing open questions which have not 
as yet been answered by the Church and symbolically defined 
because the Church cannot symbolically fix anything unless it has 
passed through controversy and hence become a vital question for 
the Church” (pp.14,15). Asking German theologians for their 
opinion, the Iowa Synod stated in 1866: “Since concerning these 
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matters” (the questions pertaining to the ministerial office and the 
last things) “until now no universal agreement has come about 
in the Lutheran Church, we are of the opinion that these things, 
or at least those that are most controverted, had best be entirely 
eliminated from the public proclamation of the Church. ... Briefly 
stated, we consider the teachings mentioned as open questions.” 
(Quoted from Guericke’s Journal in L. & W., Vol. XIII, 363.) 

Pastor Loehe, in listing the points in which there is a differ- 
ence between the Saxon pastors in Missouri and Pastor Grabau, 
mentions as the fifth class the following: “matters which, as open 
questions, might be reserved for future more complete understand- 
ing.” Among these matters he places the doctrine of ordination 
(whether or not ordination rests on divine institution) and of the 
relation between the ministerial office and the validity of the Sacra- 
ment, and these alleged open questions he terms something “that 
has come down to us as not yet fully determined,” points which 
“rather belong to the dubia, the unfinished matters,” “on which the 
Lutheran Church for three hundred years did not face the necessity 
of making a decision,” “questions which have not yet been con- 
cluded and which the Church for three centuries has been satisfied 
to regard as unfinished business and almost, as it were, to ignore.” 
(Unsere kirchliche Lage. By W.Loehe. Noerdlingen, 1850, pp. 91, 
114, 118, 119.) In the same way Pastor Loehe writes furthermore: 
“T do not say a priori that the ministerial office is really a neces- 
sary condition for the validity and power of the Sacrament. I will 
leave that matter in abeyance. But because the Lutheran practise 
does not agree with the usual view and, at any rate for the prac- 
tical minister, it is essential to have a definite theory, it seems to 
me that, since the confessional writings are silent on this question, 
the matter is still undecided although urgently requiring a decision, 
and I consider it best to look at it in this light.” (Ib., p. 117.) 

A similar declaration was given by all the members of the 
theological faculty in Dorpat who were present at the time, Pro- 
fessors and Doctors Harnack, Kurtz, v. Oettingen, v. Engelhardt, 
and Volck, in a theological opinion on agreement in matters of 
doctrine, written and published at the request of the Iowa Synod. 
In this opinion we read among other things: “The Confessions are, 
as it were, the mile-stones indicating the development of the 
Church. ... Accordingly our Confessions contain, in addition to 
those articles and doctrines of faith that have been symbolically 
discussed and fixed, such elements also of the universal Christian 
and ecclesiastical creed (we refer to the Apostolic Creed) as 
partly are still in the process of development, partly are not yet 
at all or merely by way of beginning affected by the historical 
evolution of doctrine, because the Church has had occasion to 
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express itself on them hitherto merely from one point of view or 
because they have not as yet become the subject of more thorough 
explanation and definition. In both cases, it is true, that which has 
been symbolically gained and fixed is presupposed as the norm 
and basis for further study and confessional pronouncements of 
the Church; however, in this period different opinions and con- 
victions are not only unavoidable but justified and permissible. 
This presupposes, of course, that such matters, in the first place, 
are subject to the conditions which underlie the confessional 
activity of the Church itself, that is, that they do not contradict 
the Word of God and the ecclesiastical consensus doctrinae and 
that furthermore the claim be not made that they possess the 
dignity of publicly accepted dogmas, whose rejection would be 
divisive of church-fellowship. On the contrary, they must be re- 
garded merely as what they are, Christian convictions and exe- 
getical conclusions, which, though made conscientiously and agree- 
ing with the analogy of faith, nevertheless have a private and 
individual character. Yes, even relative errors which at this stage 
of affairs are unavoidable can be borne by the Church without 
endangering its doctrinal unity. It will have to take this course, 
if for no other reason than that it is not yet in a position to point 
to the error as one condemned by the Church. ... It is only after 
this exposition of the difference between a confession and con- 
fessional writings and, furthermore, the exposition of the historical 
nature of our Confessions, which constantly grow and develop 
(a characteristic on which rests the contrast, on the one hand, 
between fixed and developing, that is, not yet finished, dogmas 
in the Confessions themselves and, on the other hand, the dis- 
tinction between ecclesiastical dogmas and Christian theological 
convictions), that we are able definitely to dispose of our ques- 
tion.... For the Church and its existenee (and that is the vital 
issue in the consideration of this question) at present merely that 
is fundamental, as we have shown, which the Church has obtained 
from the Scriptures as saving knowledge and has laid down in its 
Symbolical Books as its confession.... An articulate and explicit 
unity in those teachings that have not yet become ecclesiastical 
dogmas but which at the same time do not contradict the consensus 
fideit of the dogmas that have been accepted, can by no means 
be demanded, and the reason is simply this, that there exists as 
yet no acknowledged norm for their ecclesiastical status, and the 
question as to their agreement with Scripture is still a matter of 
undecided controversy. Accordingly these truths, viewed from the 
position of consensus in doctrine, are for the Church still open 
questions, left to the Christian and denominational conscience of 
the individual and to his investigation of Scripture-teaching. It 
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may be that different convictions will arise, but these may exist 
AMER alongside each other without endangering the doctrinal unity in 
fe the Church. For it is dissension only in the fundamental truths 
{ taught by the Church that is incompatible with the ‘consentire de 
" doctrina’ which the Augsburg Confession terms ‘indispensable for 
the wnitas ecclesiae.’ 

“If we now survey our whole exposition, our answer to your 
first question must be to the effect: 1. that it not only is not con- 
trary to the spirit and character of the Church and its strict con- 
fessional unity required for church-fellowship but altogether in 
keeping with it if we distinguish between fundamental doctrines, 
that is, in this case, doctrines that have been defined in the con- 
fessional writings, and doctrines that are not yet fundamental, 
that is, such as have up to this time become subject to a decision 
of the Church either only in part or not at all.” Finally, in keep- 
ing with the foregoing, the faculty speaks of “justified freedom 
in the Church with reference to doctrinal questions that are still 
open.” (Opinion of the Theological Faculty of Dorpat, etc., 
pp. 12-16, 31.) 

In these declarations a distinction is made between those 
teachings which have been laid down in the Symbolical Books 
and those which have not been thus defined; between the teach- 
ings which have passed through controversies, have been publicly 
and frequently proved to be Scriptural, been shown to be of high 
importance for faith and life and to have an indissoluble con- 
nection with the totality of doctrine, and have been thoroughly ex- 
pounded and presented in their richness and fulness, and those 
doctrines concerning which such statements cannot be made. We, | 
too, admit that there is a great difference between these two | 
classes. Without doubt errors, for instance, in the doctrine per- 
taining to the person of Christ after the Arian, Nestorian, and ] 
Eutychian controversies have an altogether different significance 
from what they had before. The same must be said of errors 









































in the doctrine of original sin, of free will, of nature and grace, 
: after the Pelagian controversies, of errors in the teaching of justi- ‘ 
fication after the Reformation, of errors in the doctrine of the ‘ 
Lord’s Supper after the so-called Sacramentarian controversy, and i 
, errors of a Lutheran minister pertaining to any doctrine found ™ 
in the Symbolical Books after the latter had been written and ‘ 
accepted by our Church. To deny this difference would be N 
, equivalent to denying the blessing which God always has in e 
store for His Church when He permits errorists to attack its o 


, ; treasure, Is. 28:19; 1 Cor. 11:19. cae 
rt ke We heartily subscribe to the words of Dannhauer: “Funda- 
mental articles can, it is true, without injury to one’s salvation 
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be both unknown and denied either before they have been revealed 
(for without injury to her salvation Eve did not know that the 
Messiah would be the Son of a virgin, for as yet the revelation 
pertaining to the Virgin Birth, found in Is.7, had not been given; 
Nathanael is called a true Israelite even though he denied that 
Jesus of Nazareth was the Messiah) or before a clear and suffi- 
cient explanation of the revelation. For this reason the funda- 
mental errors of the Church Fathers who were swept into not yet 
sufficiently unfolded (evolutas) controversies, before the ice was 
broken, are called spots or imperfections (naevi), not heresies. 
But after these matters have been revealed, they can neither 
remain unknown nor be denied without injury to one’s salvation.* 
They cannot remain unknown because we owe God progress in 
that which is good, Matt. 25:14 ff.; Heb.5:12; 2 Pet.3:18; 1 Cor. 
14:20; Eph. 4:14. Everybody is obligated to strive for perfection 
though not to reach perfection. Hence the unbelief of a person 
becomes more or less excusable according to the degree of the 
light offered him. Unbelief which directly opposes the founda- 
tion of faith condemns a person; the degree of the punishment 
varies with the degree of unbelief and the latter again with the 
degree of the light that had been furnished. Thus the ignorance 
of barbarians is more excusable than that of Christians, that of the 
latter more than that of Lutherans; among the latter, again, the 
ignorance of the rank and file is more excusable than that of the 
men who possess golden opportunities for progress; the ignorance 
of laymen is more excusable than that of teachers, and among 
the latter the ignorance of those who have devoted themselves 
entirely to the study of theology is less excusable than that of the 
others. Nor dare these articles be denied, because whoever denies 
one article denies all, just as he who breaks one link in a chain 
breaks all.” (Christeis. Witenbergae, 1696, p. 45s.) 

Dannhauer writes at another place: “An error which evi- 
dently opposes a fundamental article can more readily be pardoned 
when it has not yet been sufficiently revealed or explained than 
after such revelation and explanation have been given. Nathanael 
could err with respect to the person of Jesus of Nazareth without 
injury to his salvation; he could not do it, however, after the 
resurrection of Christ and the proclamation of the apostles through 
which it was made manifest to the.whole world that Jesus of 
Nazareth is the Messiah. According to this principle the initial 
error of Flacius could be regarded pardonable because in the heat 
of the controversy he at first did not see that by implication his 


* We hold that Dannhauer is here speaking of normal situations ob- 
taining in Christian countries, where everybody can be expected to come 
into some contact with the New Testament message. — A, 
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view made God the cause of sin. What could be pardoned in 
Flacius could not be pardoned in his followers. This is true like- 
wise with respect to the inference drawn from an article and 
opposing faith or an article of faith if the inference has been 
thoroughly explained and it is of a nature which everybody can 
easily understand. People, as a rule, are not so dense as to let 
themselves be deceived where simple mathematical processes are 
involved. Now, whoever can handle figures can understand, and 
more easily at that, inferences drawn from doctrines of faith” 
(Sigalion. Argentor., 1668, p. 201s.). 

All this, as stated above, we heartily accept; but to construct 
on the basis of this difference the theory sponsored in the quota- 
tions submitted we have to oppose as both illogical and dangerous. 


(To be continued) A. 


ails 





The Province of Human Reason in Religion 
(A Conference Paper) 


I 

At the very outset it is necessary to define what I mean by 
human reason. By this term I mean the entire sum of natural 
knowledge and powers of the human mind, including intuition 
and conscience and the ability to reason correctly. This human 
reason is a very precious gift of God and is therefore also to be 
prized very highly. It is a sign of great folly, corruption, aye, of 
Satanic delusion, to despise and teach others to despise God’s gifts 
in nature. “For every creature of God is good, and nothing to be 
refused, if it be received with thanksgiving,” 1 Tim. 4:4. 

It is true, Scripture tells us: “If thy right eye offend thee, 
pluck it out and cast it from thee; for it is profitable for thee 
that one of thy members should perish and not that thy whole 
body should be cast into hell.” It is true, Scripture also tells us: 
“If any man come to Me and hate not his father and mother and 
wife and children and brethren and sisters, yea, and his own life 
also, he cannot be My disciple.” But in these passages of Scripture 
God does not tell us to despise His natural gifts. What He does 
teach is that we are to esteem His spiritual gifts higher than any 
gift of nature, for it is through His spiritual gifts only that our 
natural gifts will prove to be real and lasting blessings. If— 
remember, we say, if—it is necessary, in order to retain the. 
spiritual gifts of God, especially eternal life and God’s favor, — 
if for this purpose it is necessary to sacrifice any earthly gift, 
though it be our eyesight or our life, the Christian must be willing 
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to make that sacrifice. But we are not to throw away the least of 
God’s natural gifts unnecessarily. Jesus had His disciples gather 
even the fragments that remained from a meal so that nothing 
would be lost. 

Now, among these natural gifts, our power to reason soundly 
and to understand correctly is certainly one of the most valuable. 
Human reason, as it expresses itself especially in articulate human 
language, is that gift of God which lifts man above the beast. 
Even the heathen recognized this. Cicero writes: “Quis hoc non 
jure miretur, summeque in eo elaborandum arbitretur ut quo uno 
homines maxime bestiis praestent in hoc hominibus ipsis ante- 
cellat.” * 

I would call attention to a German work that speaks of this at 
length, Bettex, Natur und Christentum. Our Church has never 
become guilty of teaching that contempt for nature, natural gifts, 
and creation which many others teach. 

This priceless gift of human reason before the fall of man into 
sin was, just like all his other natural gifts, though limited, yet 
perfect. Since man fell into sin, reason has become corrupt, and 
man has become foolish. All his mental powers, e. g., perception, 
apperception, recollection, etc., have degenerated and have weak- 
ened. Men themselves recognize this folly in man. Almost every 
one is familiar with Shakespeare’s expression “What fools these 
mortals be!” (Midsummer Night’s Dream, Act III, Scene 2.) How- 
ever, even in corrupt man we find this gift of God, and in some of 
these humans we find a mental capacity of considerable brilliancy. 

The most serious corruption of human reason is found in those 
who deny God and refuse to recognize that which heaven and earth 
and all creatures demonstrate and proclaim, the glory, majesty, 
and eternal Godhead of the Creator. Ps.19. Therefore Scripture 
rightly declares: “The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God.” 

When a person becomes a child of God, a believing Christian, 
he is regenerated, changed. The Holy Spirit begins to work in his 
mind and heart, and thereby also his powers of reason are affected. 
Such a person is delivered from his worst follies. The unbelieving 
fool loves his sin, his Pharisaism, and is even proud of them. 
“Whose end is destruction, whose God is their belly, and whose 
glory is in their shame, who mind earthly things,’ Phil. 3:19. 
“The Pharisee stood and prayed thus with himself, God, I thank 
Thee that I am not as other men are, extortioners, unjust, adul- 
terers, or even as this publican. I fast twice in the week; I give 
tithes of all that I possess,” Luke 18:11, 12. 

The Christian has gained so much intelligence and enlighten- 


* De Oratore, Lib.I, c.8. 
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ment by the Holy Spirit that he now detests these shameful sins, 
and desires to be freed from the shackles of vice and wickedness. 
And yet, even the Christian’s reasoning powers on this earth never 
reach that perfection which they had before the fall of man, and, 
of course, they remain limited. 

This gift of God, human reason, is to be used properly. All men 
know something of this; the Christian certainly knows that sound 
reason definitely belongs to those talents which God gives to us 
with the command to invest and to use so that thereby we may 
glorify Him and benefit our neighbor. In the parable of the Pounds, 
Luke 19:12-26, we are told that the Lord expects those to whom 
He has given gifts so to use them as to gain more. He was very 
angry with the servant who had not done this and said, “Take 
from him the pound and give it to him that hath ten pounds.” The 
Bible therefore demands of us that we walk not as fools but as wise. 

And what is the proper use of human reason? We should 
certainly use it for the purpose for which it was given, for the 
management of our temporal affairs. All sane men recognize this. 
Those who lose all sense of this are placed in asylums. There is 
no difficulty about this; we ourselves have learned to read and 
to write and to cipher, and we teach our children this knowledge, 
and we also study history, and man from his reason has learned that 
history repeats itself. I need not discuss details to show that men 
with their reason have accomplished no little in mechanics, 
chemistry, physics, have made valuable discoveries and inventions. 

Permit me to digress here just far enough to warn against 
a common error, namely, the overestimation of man’s reason 
because of these accomplishments. Let us keep in mind that 
everything which man has discovered has been here since the 
creation of the world. In one respect, moreover, the discoveries 
and inventions of man rather reveal or indicate his stupidity than 
his ingenuity and shrewdness and wisdom. It took man thousands 
of years to discover some of the evident powers of nature, which 
God had given from the very beginning. Man has been very slow 
to discover and to use the gifts which God has given in such rich 
abundance. Men could have used the telephone, the telegraph, 
wireless, aeroplanes, steam engines, automobiles, thousands of 
years ago. All the material and powers for these things were here 
from the creation of the world. But it took man thousands of years 
to discover them and to use them. Indeed, to this day man has not 
found or employed all of God’s gifts. True, our age has accom- 
plished far more than earlier ages, but altogether man’s progress 
is slow. 

Again, let us also remember that this progress in mechanics, 
resulting in discoveries and inventions, is in accordance with the 
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will of God, for God said to man in the very beginning: “Have 
dominion over the fish of the sea and over the fowl of the air 
and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth.” Man 
has not added to this creation as much as a grain of sand or a drop 
of water, and he has not even discovered or found all the natural 
blessings which exist all about him. God wants us to use our 
reason in fighting against sickness, crime, poverty, and disaster 
of any nature. 

I have said that man’s reason even at best is limited. It is 
limited even as to things of this earth. Remember that we are now 
speaking of reason in earthly matters. Our concept of time and 
space in which we live is limited. By our natural reason we 
cannot discover how this world came into existence. We know 
nothing of its end. We know nothing of its purpose. We do not 
know whether space is limited or unlimited; we can conceive 
of neither. To this day, man does not know what is keeping the 
sun burning. There is much about the weather and the proportion 
of the sexes of which we know nothing. Just as our five senses 
are limited (we can see just so far and no further; we can hear 
just so much and no more), so our reason is limited. This dare 
never be forgotten by one who wishes to use his reason correctly. 


II 


But now let us face the real question. What use may we 
make of our reason when it comes to religious matters? 

The first proper use of reason in religious matters to which 
I would call attention is in the field of natural religion. Our natural 
reason tells us of the existence of the Creator. We appeal to the 
universal conviction of mankind. It is true, because of the cor- 
ruption of natural reason there have been those who called them- 
selves infidels and atheists. But in reality every man has all about 
him the revelation of God in nature, and if he follows what his own 
reason tells him, he recognizes that this creation about him did not 
produce itself but was fashioned by an all-wise Being. There- 
fore we also find the knowledge of a supreme being, the conscious- 
ness of a higher power, and the worship of some god or gods 
everywhere upon this earth, among all men. Plato, Cicero, Horace, 
Homer, Herodotus, and many more recognized the existence of 
divinities. Cicero, in his De Natura Deorum, has this sentence: 
“De quo autem omnium natura consentit, id verum esse necesse 
est.” Now, it is true, because of the weakness of corrupted reason 
and because they saw much of the folly of the superstitions of the 
ignorant rabble, much doubt, uncertainty, probabilism, and skep- 
ticism entered the minds of these poor people. Cicero has this 
sentence: “Mirabile videtur quod non rideat aruspex quum 
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aruspicem viderit.” Moreover, since they, forgetful of its limita- 
tions, wished to use their natural reason in order to sound the 
very depths of God’s secrets, they became lost in a very labyrinth 
of conjectures and fallacies. The story is well known which Cicero 
tells of the tyrant Hiero, who demanded of a wise man to tell him 
what kind of being God is. This wise man requested a day’s time 
to consider the matter. When the day had passed and he was 
asked to give an answer, he demanded two more days for the 
proper investigation of this question. When the two days were 
over, he demanded three days more. When the tyrant hereupon 
asked him why he increased the number of days, the wise man 
answered, “Because the longer I think upon this matter, the darker 
it appears to me.” 

But all this is not to cause us to despise, for instance, the 
proofs for God’s existence based upon natural reason. Sound 
reason must come to the conclusion that a being of infinite wisdom 
and power has created this world. There is the proof which is 
based upon the intuition of man. This is called the ontological 
proof or argument, which argues that the very idea of God in 
man’s consciousness proves that there is a God. The use of the 
word God in our language and the reference to God by men when 
in distress shows this. Then there is the proof taken from the 
universal consent of mankind, the argumentum e consensu gentium. 
The Bible speaks of this in Rom.1 and elsewhere. Then there is 
the cosmological proof, which forces us to assume a cause for this 
universe. And finally, there is also the teleological proof, which 
rests upon the universal order and adaptation of cause and effect 
and purpose in creation. 

It is a proper use of our rational powers to insist upon these 
proofs and to argue from them. But we must be forewarned that 
no one is made a Christian through this argumentation, though 
it be ever so acute and ever so philosophically true. 

Again, it is a right use of our reason in religious questions 
when we argue in favor of that which is morally right and con- 
demn that which is morally wrong, when we speak of the Law of 
God which condemns wickedness and approves goodness. While 
it is true that in questions of law, legality, right and wrong, 
punishment and reward, God’s revelation has influenced mankind, 
even those who are not Christians, yet we must admit that in 
man by nature there is a moral sense of right and wrong, and 
that we use our reason correctly when we refer to this. Our own 
conscience revolts against certain sins, and Scripture also tells us 
that the conscience excuses or condemns men from their actions, 
Rom. 2:14,15. Man knows very well that there is such a thing 
as human depravity. Cicero in one of his Philippics tells Mark 
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Anthony: “Mark Anthony, you are guilty of such things as I 
would not even mention here among decent people.” Sallust 
speaks of those who live “pecudum ferarumque ritu,” and even 
though some people for the sake of argument would declare that 
man is only a higher animal, yet they are very ready, if treated 
like an animal, to say, “Here, I am not a dog; I want to be treated 
like a human being.” 

The heathen Romans prided themselves on the justice of their 
laws, founded upon their natural ability to judge between right 
and wrong by reason only. They recognize the right of a man to 
appeal to a higher authority or the proper authority. Paul said 
to the centurion, “Is it lawful for you to scourge a man that is 
a Roman, and uncondemned?” This appeal was made to the 
natural sense of justice. Again, Paul told Festus, when that Roman 
judge wished to take him to Jerusalem and have him judged by 
the Jews: “I stand at Caesar’s judgment-seat, where I ought to be 
judged; to the Jews have I done no wrong, as thou very well 
knowest. For if I be an offender or have committed anything 
worthy of death, I refuse not to die; but if there be none of these 
things whereof these accuse me, no man may deliver me unto 
them. I appeal unto Caesar,” Acts 25:10,11. Throughout Scrip- 
ture we find men, in these questions of natural right, to act not 
only according to divine revelation but according to their own 
common sense. David told Saul: “Wherefore hearest thou men’s 
words, saying, Behold, David seeketh thy hurt,” etc. 1 Sam. 24. 
Jesus, having healed a man on the Sabbath, appealed to the Phar- 
isees’ natural sense of what is right when He said: “Which of you 
shall have an ass or an ox fallen into a pit and will not straight- 
way pull him out on the Sabbath-day?” Luke 14:5. St. Paul, 
speaking of the Cretans, said that even one of their own men 
called them liars, evil beasts, slow bellies.. Their natural reason 
showed them the despicable shame of these things. 

Also in defending the Holy Scriptures, in apologetics, we may 
use human reason; we may call attention to the harmony of the 
Scriptures, to the fulfilment of the prophecies, to its beneficial, 
blessed effects upon those who use it aright. Here again, we 
should not expect such argumentation to produce Christians, but 
it is certainly not wrong to use our reason, to urge these rational 
arguments in defense of the Scriptures. Let us keep in mind that 
the Bible also speaks of our duty to stop the mouths of the 
braggarts who claim that the Bible contradicts itself, that it is 
a conglomeration of poorly related facts, a mere mass of hetero- 
geneous mystic claims, foolish tales, rash statements, evident false- 
hoods, and gross errors. True, by this we may not convert such 
vain talkers; but by using good, sound reasons we may stop their 
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mouths, so that they have nothing valid to urge in reply. The 
very fact that we should by our good deeds also put to silence the 
ignorance of foolish men appeals to our common sense, 1 Pet. 2:15: 
“For so is the will of God that with well-doing ye may put to 
silence the ignorance of foolish men”; 1 Pet.3:16: “Having a good 
conscience, that, whereas they speak evil of you, as of evil-doers, 
they may be ashamed that falsely accuse your good conversation 
in Christ.” 

We should also use our reason in refuting the unreasonable 
arguments of skeptics and unbelievers. Infidels often claim that 
a miracle is impossible. That claim not only contradicts the Scrip- 
tures but is perfectly unreasonable, for it demands of us to believe 
that God has created something greater than Himself, something 
which He cannot change at will. Our common sense demands that 
he who believes that there is a God, a Creator, must admit that 
this Creator can control and change His creation at will. Many 
similar unreasonable statements of skeptics may be, and at times 
are, met by reason alone. It is also reasonable to say that man is 
by nature a religious being and that he has a natural need of 
religion. 


Ill 
So far we have not as yet touched upon a very important use 


of reason in religion. That is what the dogmaticians call the usus 
instrumentalis; that means, that we should use our reason to 
understand what God is telling us in Holy Scripture. True, He is 
speaking to us of things of which our reason knows nothing, e. g., 
forgiveness of sin, heaven and hell, the Trinity, the deity of Jesus 
Christ, the Holy Spirit’s person, etc. But He speaks of these things 
in human words. He employs human language, and He addresses 
us in this language so as to make known to us to a certain degree 
at least what we ought to know concerning those spiritual truths 
of which we have no knowledge except that which He Himself can 
and does reveal to us. Thus, in reading His Word, we should use 
our common sense, our reason, not to sit in judgment upon the truth 
or justice of what God is saying but to learn exactly what it is that 
He tells us. God is God; our reason is not God but a creature and 
must therefore be subject to God. 

The Lutheran Church has always insisted that the Bible is 
written in language which we are to understand in accordance with 
the natural laws of language. It is therefore necessary that we 
again review the nature of language. In general, we call language 
a convention among men. By convention we mean something upon 
which men have agreed among themselves. There are a number 
of languages, but in order to state clearly what we mean, we shall 
simply speak of one language. In any one language there are cer- 
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tain sounds which, when they are made with the proper emphasis 
and, even better, with proper intonation and gesture, will mean 
certain things to those who understand them. Men have agreed 
on the meaning of these signs. Let us use a few plain illustrations: 
Persons who wear a cross thereby indicate that they are members 
of some Christian Church. You never see a Rabbi wearing a cross. 
No one should wear a watch-charm showing the square and the 
compass emblem except a Freemason. Any other wearing this 
emblem would be considered dishonest. If I say in English: “Give 
me that money,” these sounds mean a certain thing to those who 
understand English; a German who does not know English does 
not know what I am saying, he does not understand what these 
words mean. Again, if I say to a German: “Gib mir das Geld,” 
he understands that, whereas a native of India who has never 
learned German would not know what these sounds mean. How- 
ever, words are not only used as sounds, but they are also used 
in script and in print. The Malayalam script or the Tamil script 
means nothing to me, but English script and the print of several 
other languages I understand. Now, God made use of this system 
of sounds and of signs by which man makes his opinions and feel- 
ings known to others. We know very well that God’s Word is 
written in the letters of the Hebrew and in the letters of the 
Greek language. And we study these languages in order to learn 
what He says. We use our reason, our mental powers. We also 
translate these writings into the language which is more familiar 
to us. We use our reason, our mental powers; and that is per- 
fectly justified. And because the same sounds may at different 
times mean different things, we follow those rules of human lan- 
guage in understanding Scripture which we also use in under- 
standing any other book. The Bible was not written in mystic, 
secret, cabalistic language. 

In order to understand a man aright when he uses words, we 
must know of what he is speaking. When a printer is speaking of 
his type and is mentioning their justification, he is using this word 
“justification” in a sense entirely different from that in which it is 
used in the Bible. He is speaking of properly spacing the lines in 
a column of type. Again, in the Bible the word “law” is used in 
different senses. The Bible declares: “The Law of the Lord is 
perfect, converting the soul.” Here the Law does not refer specifi- 
cally to the commandments. In this verse the word “Law,” 
“Torah,” comprehends the whole Word of God, with special 
emphasis upon the Gospel, just as it is used in a similar sense in 
Micah 4:2: “The Law shall go forth of Zion, and the Word of the 
Lord from Jerusalem.” We may also compare Ps.1:2. But when 
Paul speaks of the Law in distinction from the Gospel, he means 
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the commandments, with their threats and their promises. In in- 
terpreting Scripture here, we use our reason, and we demand of 
others that they interpret it according to the manner in which 
reasonable people deal with other writings also. In the same 
manner we deal with figurative language. Our reason also tells us 
that we are to understand a man literally unless there is some- 
thing to inform us that he is speaking figuratively. When I point to 
a photograph of a woman and say, That is my mother, no reason- 
able person misunderstands me to mean that it is actually, in per- 
son and in flesh and blood, the woman from whom I was born. 
They know that it is a photograph of my mother. But when a man 
in his last will and testament writes: “I leave, give, and bequeath 
to my son Charles the house and ground on the southwest corner 
of Broadway and Olive Street in the City of St.Louis, State of 
Missouri, as it stands in my name today,” no reasonable person 
would dare to claim that he is using figurative language and that 
he means a picture of this building. Apply these rules to the 
explanations given of the Lord’s Supper by Reformed and by 
Lutherans. The Reformed use their reason to sit in judgment 
upon God’s statement “This is My body.” They say: We do not 
believe that. That is impossible. He could not have meant that. 
And while they would not dare to say that He should have said, 
This represents My body, yet according to their claim they have 
found a better expression than that which Jesus uses. That in 
itself is an improper use of human reason.} Then in the explana- 
tion of these words they refuse to use their reason according to 
the usus instrumentalis, which would tell us that we must under- 
stand these words literally, because they are the words of a last 
will and testament. The Lutherans, on the other hand, do not sit 
in judgment upon God’s Word. They say: “However much this 
may all seem above our reason, since God has said it, it is true. 
After all, we are more rationally reasonable in this matter than 
those who insist that they will rationally explain away the words 
of the Lord Jesus. 

Speaking of the words of Jesus in John 6:53 “Except ye eat of 
the flesh of the Son of man and drink His blood, ye have no life 
in you,” it is not only contrary to Scripture, it is positively foolish 
and unreasonable to apply these words to the sacramental eating 
and drinking in the Lord’s Supper, for Jesus Himself tells us that 
all who believe, even little children, who do not eat and drink 
sacramentally, have eternal life. But of this eating and drinking 
here in John6 we are told that no one can receive spiritual life 


+ Cf. Proceedings of Twenty-sixth Convention of the Southern Dis- 
trict of the Missouri Synod, p.12. 
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or enter into heaven except he partake of the flesh of the Son of 
Man and drink His blood in this particular manner. This therefore 
must refer to the spiritual eating and drinking by faith. Here 
again we see that those persons who wish to base their teaching 
upon reason are unreasonable, because they fail to recognize the 
figurative character of a Scripture-passage, and those people who 
base their religion upon the express Word of God, explained in 
accordance with the sound laws of language and logic and rightly 
understood, are, after all, more reasonable because they make 
a right use of their reason in apprehending what is taught in 
the Word. 

Here we have already touched on the perfectly reasonable 
principle that dark, mysterious, difficult passages be explained 
according to those passages which are perfectly clear. All reason- 
able persons make use of this principle also in the explanation of 
secular writings. No doubtful or ambiguous statement in a book 
or document is cited to refute a clear and unmistakable statement 
of the same author. The writer’s teaching is taken from his clear, 
definite statements, not from words whose meaning is not clear 
to us. 

Again, when Jesus said: “I have yet many things to say unto 
you, but ye cannot bear them now,” He was certainly not promising 
His disciples revelations which would contradict what He had said 
up to that time. St.Paul expressly declares: “I have not shunned 
to declare unto you all the counsel of God.” And Jesus Himself 
said: “All things that I have heard of My Father, I have made 
known unto you.” And when Jesus spoke His last words to His 
disciples, He told them that they were to teach all things whatso- 
ever He had commanded them. He did not promise them any 
further revelation except that of the Pentecostal Holy Spirit. In 
short, the rules of hermeneutics, which stand approved by the laws 
of human language in general, must be observed in finding the 
meaning of the Bible. 

Another rule of good common sense, a rule which will appeal 
to every one with good sound reasoning powers, is this, that, in 
learning Scripture, we must proceed from simple matters to the 
more difficult matters. In the study of mathematics, in the study 
of languages, in the study of history, in any study, we must begin 
with a few simple concepts and gradually proceed to that which is 
more difficult. Just so in the study of Holy Writ. “As newborn 
babes desire the sincere milk of the Word, that ye may grow there- 
by,” 1 Pet. 2:2. St.Paul also tells the Corinthians: “I have fed you 
with milk and not with meat, for hitherto ye were not able to 
bear it.” And another writer tells his readers: “For when for 
the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have need that one teach you 
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again which be the first principles of the oracles of God, and 
are become such as have need of milk and not of strong meat,” 
Heb. 5:12. 

Horace, upon the basis of pure common sense, tells us that 
the proper meaning of a word is decided not by etymology but by 
usage, which is the judge, the law, and the norm of correct speech. 
But the Baptists, against such sound reason, insist that Boxtitew 
means “to immerse,” because that was its original meaning, where- 
as from Mark 7:4 we know that this word was used of washing in 
general. That Baptist claim is just as foolish as if I today, when 
speaking of the acts of a criminal, would say to an ordinary 
audience, “His conversation was wicked.” Every one would mis- 
understand that. I could not defend the use of such an obsolete 
meaning by referring to its Latin derivation. True, the word 
“conversation” originally meant “manner of life,” but today, by 
common usage, it refers to one’s speech, dialog, or exchange of 
opinions through familiar verbal expressions. 


IV 

Much has been said, much has been written, on the legitimacy 
of drawing conclusions or inferences from the explicit words of 
the text of the Scriptures. The truths of God’s revelation, we note, 
are either explicitly stated in so many words, or they may be in- 
ferred as being implied in the words, although not explicitly stated. 
In one of His disputations with the Sadducees, Jesus Himself based 
His assertion concerning the resurrection of the dead not on some 
explicit statement of the Scriptures but upon a conclusion which 
He drew from the statement of the Old Testament that God is the 
God of Abraham and of Isaac and of Jacob. He said: “Now, that 
the dead are raised even Moses showed at the bush when he called 
the Lord the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God 
of Jacob; for He is not a God of the dead but of the living.” In 
a similar manner St. Paul argues on the basis of conclusions which 
he draws from the explicit statement of Scripture. He writes: “He 
that spared not His own Son but delivered Him up for us all, 
how shall He not with Him also freely give us all things?” He is 
speaking to people who believe that God gave His only-begotten 
Son to die upon the cross for their sins. And Paul draws the 
conclusion, He that gave the best that He had, He certainly will 
give us also the other gifts that are necessary for our welfare. 
There are many such valid conclusions drawn from statements of 
Holy Writ in the writings of the apostles. And all teachers of 
undoubted loyalty to the Confessions of the Lutheran Church have 
drawn such inferences from the explicit statements of the Word 
of God. Luther comforted sinners by telling them, “If Jesus died 
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for all, then He died for you, too, although your name is not ex- 
pressly mentioned in the Bible.” That is a perfectly legitimate con- 
clusion and inference based upon the Word of God. Dr. Walther, 
in explaining 1 Tim. 4:13, “Give attendance to reading,” writes 
(Brosamen, p. 333): “What is the preacher to read? There can be 
no doubt as to what he is to read. It is true, the apostle does not 
mention the Book, but just because he does not mention the Book, 
we are all the more certain that he means that one great Book, 
“the Book,” “the Scriptures,” “the Word of God,” because it is the 
Book of all books, the only book which really deserves the name 
of “the Book.” This is a correct conclusion or inference. If space 
permitted, we could mention many more such legitimate infer- 
ences and conclusions based upon the express words of Scripture. 
But let these suffice. 

However, we must remember that no such inference, no such 
conclusion, dare contradict any explicit statement of Holy Writ. 
If one argues, The Bible teaches that all men are sinners, and 
the Bible teaches that Jesus was a true man; therefore Jesus must 
also have been a sinner, his conclusion contradicts the express 
statement of Holy Writ, which tells us that Jesus was separate from 
sinners, perfectly holy, indeed, holiness itself. If one contends, God 
is almighty and can do whatsoever He will, therefore, since He did 
not convert Judas, He did not wish Judas to come to repentance, 
his inference contradicts an express statement of God, which tells 
us that God would have all men to be saved and to come unto the 
knowledge of the truth. 

In this connection it ought also to be remembered that the uni- 
versally accepted principles of logical argumentation hold good also 
in religious controversies; for instance, “The burden of the proof 
is with the affirmative.” To show how foolish they are who fail 
to heed this rule, Mark Twain told the story of a guide in Palestine 
who showed him the grave of Adam. When Mark Twain asked 
him how he proved that this was Adam’s grave, the guide told 
him that no man had ever proved that it was not his grave. 

Thus, “A thing cannot be and not be at the same time and in 
the same way,” is recognized by St. Paul when he states, “Our word 
to you was not yea and nay,” 2Cor.1:18. St.Paul even uses rea- 
soning when he argues concerning righteousness by the Law and 
righteousness by faith. He tells us that a man is justified by laws 
if he obeys them: “The man that doeth them shall live in them,” 
Gal. 3:12. It will not help any one to say, I believe in the Law; 
if he wishes to be justified by the Law, he must have obeyed the 
Law. That holds good even in human courts. Again, when God 
justifies the ungodly by giving him the assurance, “My son, thy sins 
be forgiven thee,” there is absolutely no other way for the sinner 
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to appropriate this assurance to himself but by believing it. In 
the very nature of things, an unconditional promise and assurance 
can only be accepted by believing it. 

Finally, we must call attention to the use of reason in the 
application of Scripture. We must use good common sense and 
reason in applying any particular command or word of God to 
any particular case, person or condition. When we discuss dancing, 
for instance, and speak of dancing as being sinful, we must remem- 
ber for whom and under what conditions this is sinful and what 
is sinful about it. When we say that a Christian ought to be a reg- 
ular attendant at the house of God, we must use our good common 
sense in applying this to the case of the sick or of children or of 
aged persons. In discovering whether a certain action is a trans- 
gression of a commandment or not, we must frequently use good 
sound reason and judgment. But this use dare never go so far 
as to undertake to break some law of God or to prefer our own view 
to that which God expresses in His Word. In short, in all these 
cases the proper service of reason in religion is to serve instrumen- 
taliter. We use our reason in arriving at the intended meaning of 
God’s Word and in applying it to present-day conditions. We use 
our reason also in removing seeming contradictions of two or more 
passages of Scripture, e.g., Rom.3:28 and Jas. 2:24. But having 
arrived at the true sense of any passage, we never sit in judgment 


upon its truth or justice. God is always right. His foolishness is 
wiser than the wisdom of men, 1 Cor. 1:25. Therefore we are “cast- 
ing down imaginations and every high thing that exalteth itself 
against the knowledge of God and bringing into captivity every 
thought to the obedience of Christ,” 2 Cor.10:5 (margin: “reason- 
ings”; Hirschberger: Vernunftschluesse). Martin S. SOMMER 
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1. Was die Kirdhe eigentlid ijt 

/LWir twollen dieSmal einfaltiglich bet dem Rinderglauben blei- 
ben, der da fagt: ,3ch glaube eine hHeilige chriftliche Kirche, Gemein- 
fGaft der Heiligen.. Da deutet der Glaube flarlich, was tie Kirche 
fet, namlic&h eine Gemeinfdhaft der Heiligen, das ift, ein Haufe oder 
Sammlung folder Leute, die Chrijten und heilig find; das heift ein 
hrijtlider heiliger Haufe oder Kirche. . . . Die Chrijten find ein 
befonder berufen Bolf und heifen nicht fchlecht Ecclesia, Mirche oder 
Bolf, fondern Sancta, Catholica, Christiana, da3 ijt, ein riftlid, 


*) Diefe Wussiige aus Luthers Schriften werden in diefem YJubilaumsjahe 
geboten hauptfidlid) um folcher Lefer willen, die QutherS Werke nicht befigen. 
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heilig BVolf, das da glaubt an Chrijtum, darum e3 ein chrijtlid Volk 
heift, und hat den Heiligen Geift, der fie taglich heiliget, nicht allein 
purd die Vergebung der Sinden, fo Chrijtus ihnen ertworben hat (wie 
die Untinomer narren), fondern auch durch Abtun, Ausfegen und Toten 
der Giinden, davon fie heifen ein Heilig Volf. Und ijt nun ,beilige 
chriftlide Kirche’ fo viel als ein Volf, das Chrijten und heilig ijt, oder 
wie man auch zu reden pfleget, die heilige Chrijtenheit; item, die gange 
Chriftenheit. . . . Ecclesia foll heipen dad heilige chrijtlice Volk 
nidt allein zur Apojtel Beit, die nun langft tot find, fondern bis an 
der Welt Ende. Da alfo immerdar auf Erden im Leben fei ein 
hrijtlich Heilig Volf, in welchem Chrijtus lebet, mirft und regiert per 
redemptionem, durd) Gnade und BVergebung der GSiinden, und der 
Heilige Geijt per vivificationem et sanctificationem, durd) taglic) Wus- 
fegen der Sinden und Erneuerung de3 Lebens, daR wir nicht in Sinden 
bleiben, fondern ein neu Leben fiihren fonnen und follen in allerlet 
guten Werfen, twwie die Behn Gebote oder go Tafeln Mojis fordern; 
das ijt St. Pauli Lehre.” (Von den Kongiliis und RKirden, XVI, 
2269—2271.) 

/, Wer Chrijtum finden foll, der mu die Kirde am erjten finden. 
Wie wollte man twifjen, too Chrijtus ware und fein Glaube, wenn man 
nist wiikte, wo feine Glaubigen find? Und wer ettwas bon Chrijtus 
wiffen will, der mu nicht fich felbjt trauen, noch eine eigene Briice in 
den Himmel bauen durch feine eigene Vernunft, fondern gu der Kirde 
gehen, diefelbige befuchen und fragen. Mun ijt die Kirche nicht Holz 
und Stein, fondern der Haufe chrijt-qlaubiger Leute; gu denen mus 
man fich halten und fehen, wie die glauben, Teben und lehren; die 
haben Chriftum getwiplich bet fich. Denn auer der chrijtliden Kirche 
ijt feine Wahrheit, fein Chrijtus, feine Seligfeit.” (Predigt am giwveiten 
Chrijttage. XI, 152.) 

wlio befchlieke ich, dak die chriftliche Kirche fet nicht an irgend- 
eine Statte, Perfon oder Beit geheftet; und obwohl der ungelehrte 
Haufe, der Papft mit feinen Kardinalen, Vifdsfen, Pfaffen und Min- 
en folches nicht twill verjtehen nod) Wahrheit lafjen fein; fo ftehet doch 
fejt bet mir Herr omnes [alle], auch die Rindlein auf der Gafje mit 
dem gangen Haufen der Chrijtenheit in aller Welt und treten gu mir 
wider die gefarbte und erdichtete Kirche de3 Papftes und feiner Papiften. 
Sragit du aber, wie das gugehe, antiworte ich fitrglich: Wile Chrijten in 
der Welt beten alfo: ,Ydh glaube an den Heiligen Geijt, eine hHeilige 
hrijtlicke Kirche, Gemeinfdaft der Heiligen.’ Bit der AUrtifel twahr, 
fo folgt daraus, dah die heilige chrijtlide Rirde niemand fehen fann 
nod fiiblen; mag aud nidt fagen: Siehe, hier oder da ijt fie. Denn 
twas man glaubt, da fieht oder empfindet man nidt.” (Antwort auf 
das iiberchrijtlide Buch Emfer3. XVII, 1348 f.) 

nDas Heikt eine heilige chrijtlicje Rirde, die da glaubt an 
Chriftum, und die da will durch ihn felig merden, nicht durch unfere 
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Werke oder Verdienfte; und was der Heilige Geijt uns fagt, das fagt er 
allen Cbhriften, two fie auch find. Das ijt das Bethlehem und der 
Stamm Juda, da Chrijtus herfommt. Wljo ijt auch wahr, dak auker- 
halb der Kirche ijt fein Prophet, fein Chrijt oder Lehrer und Prediger, 
Denn eS ijt cin Leib und eine Geele, fo aneinander hangt, alZ die 
Glieder am Leibe hangen, denn eS find Glieder deS Leibes. Cine 
abgehauene Fauft ijt tot, lebt nicht, hangt nicht am Leibe; alfo ijt aud 
ein Reber durch faljdhe Lehre und Unglauben von der chrijtlicden Kirde 
abgehauen und ijt tot; denn die auperhalb der chrijtlicjen Kirche find, 
Die find tot.” (Predigt iiber Yoh. 7,39—44. VIII, 101.) 


2. Die Kirde ijt unfidjtbar 

»Da der Coangelijt jpridt: ,Hie oder da ift Chriftus‘, und derz 
gleicden, ijt bon Dem gangen Chrijto geredet, wie das mit Getwalt er- 
aiwingt Der Text Luf. 17, 20fF., da er jpricjt: Das Reich Gotte3 fommt 
nicht mit augerlichen Gebarden; man wird auch nicht fagen: GSieke hie, 
fiehe da, ijt’3‘, twelches die andern Changelijien aljo ausreden: ,Hie 
oder da ijt Chrijtus. Das ijt alles jo viel gefagt: Chrijtus’ Reich fteht 
nicht in Guerliden Dingen, Statten, Zeiten, Perjonen, Werfen, jon- 
Dern, wie er Ddajelbjt fagt: ,Das Reich Gottes ijt intwendig in euch.‘ 
Daraus folgt nun nicht, dak Chrijtus nirgend fei, jfondern, dak er 
allenthalben fei, und alles erfiille.” (Wider die himmlifden Propheten. 
XX, 282 f.) 

»BWie Der Menfch ijt von gweien Naturen, Leib und Seele, alfo 
twird er nicht nach dem Leibe gerechnet ein GliedDmak der Chrijtenheit, 
fondern nach der Seele, ja nach dem Glauben. ... Wer finnte aber 
jo unjinnig jein, Der da twollte fagen, dDaB die Geele miigte haben ein 
leiblich Gaupt? Das tare gleich, als wenn ich fprace: Cin lebendig 
Tier miipte an feinem Leibe auch ein gemalt Haupt haben... . Aljo 
fagt St. Paulus, Mol. 3,3, dak ,unfer Leben‘ fei nicht auf Crden, fon- 
Dern ,mit Chrijto in Gott verborgen‘. Denn jo die Chriftenheit tare 
eine leiblide Verjammlung, jo fonnte man einem jeglicden an feinem 
Reibe anfehen, ob er ein Chrift, Tiirfe oder Yude ware; gleid als id 
fann an feinem Seibe anfehen, ob er ein Mann, Weib oder Kind, 
fhtwarg oder wei fet. Stem, in tweltlicer Verfammlung fann id 
fehen, ob er zu Wittenberg oder Leipzig, hier oder da mit andern ber 
jfammelt ijt; aber gar nicht, ob er glaube oder nicht. Darum habe das 
fejt, ter nicht irren twill, dak die Chriftenheit fei eine geiftliche Ver- 
fammlung der Geelen in einem Glauben und dak niemand feines 
Reibes halben twerde fiir einen Chriften geachtet, auf dak er wiffe, die 
natiirlice, eigentlide, rechte, mejentlide Chrijtenheit ftehe im Geijte 
und in feinem auferliden Dinge, wie da3 mag genannt twerden.” 
(Vom Papfttum gu Rom, twider Wield. XVIII, 1016 f.) 

»Deshalb befennen wir im heiligen chrijtliden Glauben mit Recht, 
dak wir eine Heilige Rirde glauben. Denn fie ijt unfidtbar, tohnt 
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im Geifte an einem Orte, da niemand gufommen fann; darum fann 
ibre Heiligfeit nicht gejehen werden. Denn Gott hat fie fo verborgen 
und iiberjchiittet mit Gebrechen, Sinden und Srrtiimern, mit verfchie- 
denen Geftalten deS Kreuges und sirgernifjen, dak fie, was das Fiihlen 
anbelangt, nie 3u Tage fommt.“ (Wuslegungen iiber die Cpijtel an die 
Galater. IX, 702.) 

»&8 ijt died Stic Yeh glaube eine heilige chrijtlide Kirche’ eben- 
fowobl cin WArtifel de3 Glaubens als die andern. Darum fann fie feine 
Vernunft, wenn fie gleich all Brillen auffebt, erfennen. Der Teufel 
fann fie wohl gudecten mit sirgernijjen und Rotten, daB du dich miiffelt 
Daran argern. Co fann fie Gott auch mit Gebreden und allerlet 
Mangel verbergen, dak du mut dariiber gum Narren werden und ein 
faljch Urteil itber jie fajjen. Sie will nicht erfehen, fondern erglaubt 
fein; Glaube aber ijt bon dem, was man nicht fiehet, Gebr. 11,1.” 
(Vorrede auf die Offenbarung St. Sohanni8 vom Yabhre 1545. 
XIV, 139.) 

»&8 ijt ein hoch, tief, berborgen Ding die Kirche, dak fie niemand 
fennen noch fehen mag, fondern allein an der Taufe, Saframent und 
Wort fajjen und glauben mug.” (Wider Hans BWorjt. XVII, 1338.) 


3. Die Kirdhe, das Heit, alle Chrijten, Hat die Scfliiffelgewalt 


Die Schliiffel find nicht des Papjtes (wie er leuget), fondern der 
Kirche, das ift, ded Vols Chrijti, des VolfSs Gottes oder de3 Heiligen 
hrijtliden Bolfs, fo tweit die ganze Welt ijt oder two Chrijten find. 
Denn fie fonnen nicht alle gu Rom fein, c3 ware denn gubor die gange 
Welt gu Rom, da3 nocd lange nicht gefechehen wird. Gleichtwie die 
Taufe, Saframent, Gottes Wort nicht des Papjtes, fondern de3 Volfs 
Chrijtt jind und heigfen auch claves Ecclesiae, nicht claves Papae.“ 
(Von den KongiliiZ und Kirchen. XVI, 2279.) 

/&8 ijt wahr, die Schlitijel find St. Peter gegeben, aber nicht ihm 
alg feiner erjon, fondern in Perjon der chriftlicen Kirche, und find 
eben mir und dir gegeben zu Trojt unferer Getviffen. St. Peter oder 
ein Priefter ijt cin Diener an den Seblitijeln; die Kirche ijt die Frau 
und Sraut, der foll er dienen mit der Schliijjel Getwalt.” (Predigt am 
Tage Petri und Pauli. XI, 2311 Ff.) 

»die Hrijtlide Kirke Hat allein die Schliiffel, fonft niemand, 
twietwohl fie Der Vifchof und Papft fonnen brauden als die, welchen 
e3 bon der Gemeinde befohlen ijt.” (Predigt an demfelben Fejttage. 
XI, 2304.) 

Da ijt fein Biweifel an, dak niemand Giinde bindet oder bergibt 
denn allein, der den Heiligen Geift fo gewig habe, dak du und ich’s 
iwifjen, wie diefe Worte Chrifti allhier iibergeugen. Das ijt aber 
niemand denn die chriftlice Kirche, das ijt, die Verfammlung aller 
Glaubigen Chrifti; die allein hat diefe Schliifjel, da folljt du nicht an 
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atwcifeln. Und ter ihm dariiber die Schliiffel gueignet, der ift ein 
redjter abgefeimter sacrilegus, Rirdhenrauber, e8 fet Papft oder wer 
e3 wolle. Won derfelbigen Kirche ijt jedermann gewif, dak fie den 
Heiligen Geift habe, wie das Paulus nach Chrijto und alle Schrift 
reidhlich betwecifen und aufs fiirgejte verfakt ijt im Glauben, da wir 
fagen: Sch glaube, dak da fei cine heilige chrijtlice Rirdhe.... Darum 
ijt unjer Glaube alfo geordnet, dak der Artifel BVergebung der Siinde‘ 
mu jtehen nach dem Artifel ,Cine heilige chriftliche Kirche’, und vor 
dem [mu der Artifel jtehen] ,Ych glaube in den Heiligen Geift’, auf 
dak erfannt wiirde, wie ohne den Heiligen Geijt feine heilige Kirche 
ijt und ohne heilige Kirche feine Vergebung der Siinden ijt. Alfo ijt 
nicht wahr, dag der Papjt die Schliiffel Habe, fondern allein die Kirche, 
und nicht er, fondern fie allein bindet und abfolbiert, dDarinnen er ihr 
dient und alle Priefter. Daraus folgt, dak der Papjt in feinem Wmte 
foll fein ein Knecht aller RKnechte, wie er fich riihmt und doch nicht tut, 
dak auch ein Kind in der Wiege mehr Recht gu den Sehliiffeln hat und 
alle, die Den Heiligen Geijt haben, denn er.“ (Von der Veidte, ob die 
der Papjt Macht habe gu gebieten. XIX, 845 ff.) 


4, Die Kirdhe im iibertragenen Sinne al8 fidhthbare Gemeinfdaft 


Die gegentiwartige Stelle aber [Yoel 3,22] begreift den Artifel 
unjer3 beiligen chrijtliden Glaubens ,Ych glaube eine heilige chrijtlicde 
RKirdhe, die Gemeine der GHeiligen’.... Aber damit dicfer WArtifel dejto 
flarer berjtanden twerden fonne, mu der Lefer erinnert tmwerden, dak 
die Schrift in giwicfacher Weife von der Kirde rede. Denn erjtlid 
nennt jie Die Kirche inSgemein alle, twelche diefelbe Art der Lehre bez 
fennen und diefelben Gaframente gebraudjen, twietwohl ihr viele Heuchler 
und Gottlofe beigemifdt find, wie Chrijtus fagt [Matth. 20,16]: ,Biele 
find berufen, aber wenige find auserwablt.‘ Desgleicden [Marf. 
16,16]: ,Wer da glaubet und getauft wird, dex twird felig werden; wer 
aber nicht glaubt, der wird berdammt werden.’ Denn der lebte Teil 
Diefes Spruch3 zeigt an, dak etliche getauft find, mwelde dennocd nicht 
glauben und deshalb verdammt werden, wie auch das Gleichnis von 
Der Hochzeit lehrt [Matth. 22, 11 ff.]. Denn diejenigen, welche bei der 
Hochgeit find, find gitar alle berufen, aber nicht alle haben hochzeitlide 
Kleider an, und diefe werden Hhinausgetworfen. Go malt auch dad 
GleidGnis bon dem Fifdnebe [Matth. 13, 47 ff.], desgleiden von dem 
Gamen und Unfraut [Matth. 13, 24 ff.] die Kirche als eine folche ab, 
in welder Boje und Gute find; und gwar find die VBofen der Bahl nach 
iibertwiegend, twie der Sprudh begeugt [Matth. 22,14]: Biele find be- 
rufen, aber twenige find auSerivablt.. Doc) find in diefem gemeinen 
Haufen immer etlice Wuserwwabhlte, das heift, die das Wort in rechtem 
Glauben annehmen und den Heiligen Geijt empfangen, denn da3 Prez 
digtamt fann nicht ohne Frucht abgehen. Diefen rechtfdhaffenen Teil 
nennt die Schrift aud die Kirde, und diefem fommt eigentlid der Name 
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heilig’ gu.“ (Wuslequng des Propheten Yoel bom Yahre 1545. VI, 
1628 ff.) 

St. Hieronymus wirft Hier eine groke Frage auf: fwarum 
Paulus fie Gemeinden nenne, da fie doch nicht Gemeinden feien; denn, 
fagt er, Paulus fchreibt an die abgefallenen Galater, die fich von Chrijto 
und der Gnade twieder gu Mofe und dem Gefebe getwandt haben. Hierauf 
antivorte ich: Paulus nennt fie ,Gemeinden in Galatien’ nach der Figur 
der Shnefdodje, welche in der Schrift jehr haufig gebraucht wird. Go, 
da er an die Korinther fchreibt, witnfcht er ihnen [1. Cp. 1,4f.] dagu 
Gliic, Dak ihnen die Gnade Gottes in Chrijto gegeben ijt, namlich, teil 
fie Durch ihn in aller Lehre und in aller Erfenntnis reich gemacht tvor- 
Den twaren. Und doc) maren ihrer diele verfiihrt Durd die faljden 
Wpojtel und glaubten nicht, dak die Toten auferjtehen uj. Go nennen 
twir auch heutzutage die romijce Kirche heilig und alle Vistiimer heilig, 
obgleich fie abgefallen und die Vijchofe und ihre Diener gottlos find; 
denn Gott herrjcht mitten unter jeinen Feinden [Pj7.110,2]. Des- 
gleichen der Untichrijt figzt im Tempel Gottes [2 Theff. 2,4], und Satan 
ijt mitten unter Gottes Rindern [Hi0b 1,6]. Darum, wenngleicdh die 
Kirche mitten unter dem unfchlacdhtigen und verfehrten Gefchlecht ijt, wie 
Raulus im Briefe an die PHilipper [2,15] fagt, twenngleid fie mitten 
unter Wolfen und Raubern ijt, da3 heikt, unter qeijtliden Tyrannen, 
fo ijt fie nichtSdeftomweniger die Kirche. C3 bleibt in der Stadt Rom, 
obgleich fie arger ijt als Sodom und Gomorra, die Taufe, das Abend 
mabl, das Wort und der Tert de3 Changelii, die heilige Schrift, das 
Predigtamt, der Name Chrifti und der Name Gottes. Wer eS hat, der 
hat eS; wer eS nicht hat, der ift nicht entfduldigt, denn der Shab 
ijt Da... . Deshalb ijt die Kirche heilig auch da, wo die Sdhwarm- 
geijter regieren, wenn fie nur Gottes Wort und die Saframente nicht 
feugnen. Denn twenn diefe geleugnet werden, fo fann feine Rirde fein. 
Deshalb ijt eine heilige Kirde itberall da, wo das Wort und die Safra- 
mente ihrem Wefen nach (substantialiter) bleiben, trobdem dak dort 
Der WAntichrijt regiert, der, wie die Schrift begzeugt [2 Thejj. 2,4], fist 
nidt in einem Tenufelsftalle, nicht in einem Schweinefoben oder unter 
einem Saufen bon Unglaubigen, fondern an der edelften und Heiligiten 
Statt, namlid im Tempel Gottes. Alfo muB der Tempel Gottes auch 
Da fein, wo die geijtliden Tyrannen regieren, und unter ihnen erhalten 
werden. Darum anttvorten wir furg auf diefe Frage, dak die Kirche 
in der gangen Welt iiberall da ift, wo das Changelium und die Safra- 
mente find.” (Wusfithrlicde Wuslegung de3 Galaterbrief3. IX, 42—44.) 

Die Kirdhe auf Erden, wenn man bon der auferliden Gemein- 
fchaft redet, ift cine folde Sammlung derer, fo die rechte Lehre des 
Cbangelii bon Chrijto Hiren, glauben und befennen und haben bei fidh 
den Geiligen Geijt, der fie heiligt und in ihnen mirft durdh3 Wort und 
Saframent; unter tweldjen gleichwobhl etlide find falfche Chrijten und 
Heuchler, die doch auch diefelbe Lehre einhelliglid halten und Gemein- 
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{daft der Saframente und andere duferlice simter haben.” (Predigt 
iiber daS Evangelium am 20. Gonntage nach Trinitati3. XI, 1759.) 

,Du modhteft aber fagen: So nun die Kirde gang im Geift und 
gar ein geijftlic) Ding ijt, fo wird niemand wiffen modgen, two ihrer 
irgendein Stiic in der gangen Welt ijt; das tare cine fremde unerhorte 
Sache... . Was ware eS font, dak uns Chrijtus lehrt, man folle die 
Schaflein weiden [Yoh. 21,16.17], und Paulus, man folle die Kirche 
regieren [Wpojt.20,28], und Petrus [1 €p.5,2], man folle weiden 
Die Herde Chrijti, jo die Glaubigen nirgends auf der gangen Welt an 
gelwifjen Statten gefunden werden? Denn wer will den Geiftern 
predigen? Oder tweldher Geijt wird uns predigen? ... Nun fragit 
du: Bei welchen Zeichen mu ich denn die Kirde erfennen? C3 muf 
je ettva ein fichtbar Beichen gegeben werden, dadurch wir zu Haufe 
perjammelt werden, GotteS Wort gu horen. °Antivort: Ya, e3 ijt ein 
fold Zeichen bonndten; das haben wir auch, namlich die Taufe, das 
Srot und allermeijt da3 Cbangelium. Diefe drei find der Chrijten 
Lofung und Wabhrzeichen. Wo du diefe fiehjt im Schwange gehen, das 
ijt, Die Taufe, Das Brot und das Evangelium, [e3] fei gleich wo oder 
bei toem eS wolle, giweifle nicht, e3 fei eine Rirde da... . Dad ift die 
Cinigfeit dDeS Geijtes, nicht der Statte, nidt der Perfon, nicht der 
auferlicken Dinge oder Leiber... . AWljo fieht auch niemand die Kirde, 
[man] muf, jie allein bet dDeS Wortes Beicen glauben; tweldhes Wort 
unmoglid ijt, Dak eS erfchallen follte denn nur allein in der Kirche durd 
den Heiligen Geijt.” (Wntwort auf da3 Buch de3 Catharinus. XVII, 
1464 ff.) 

»Der Kinderglaube Tehrt uns (wie gefagt), dag cin chrijtlich, 
heiliqg Bolf auf Erden fein und bleiben miiffe bis an der Welt Ende. 
Denn eS ijt ein Artifel des Glaubens, der nicht fann aufhiren, bis da 
fommt, das er glaubet, wie Chrijtus verheift [Matth. 28,20]: ,Ib bin 
bet euch bis gur Welt Ende. Wobei will oder fann dod ein armer, 
irriger Menjch merfen, two folch dhrijtlich, heilig Volf in der Welt ijt? ... 
Erjtlich ijt die chrijtlide, heilige Volf dabei zu erfennen, two e3 hat das 
heilige Gottesivort. Wietwoh! dasfelbe ungleich gugehet, wie St. Raulus 
fagt [1 Ror. 3,12.13]: Ctlide haben’3 gang rein, etlide nicht gang 
rein... . Wo du nun folch Wort hireft oder fieheft predigen, glauben, 
befennen und darnach tun, da habe feinen Bincifel, dak gewiplid) da- 
felbjt fein mu eine redjte Ecclesia sancta catholica, ein chrijtlich, beilig 
BVolf. . . . Denn GotteS Wort fann nicht ohne Gottes Volk fein. 
Wiederum, Gottes Volf fann nicht ohne Gottes Wort fein... . Bum 
andern fennet man Gottes Volk oder das chrijtliche, heilige Volf an dem 
eiligen Gaframent der Taufe, wo e3 recht nach Chrifti Ordnung ge- 
Tehret, geglaubt und gebraucht wird... . Bum dritten fennet man 
Gottes Volf oder ein Hhriftlid, heilig Volf an dem feiligen Gaframent 
deS Altar, two e3 recht nach Chrifti Cinfebung gereicht, geglaubt und 
empfangen twird. ... Bum fiinften fennet man die Rirdhe auerlid 
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dabei, dak fie Kirchendiener tweihet oder beruft oder smter hat, die fie 
bejtellen foll. ... Sum fechjten erfennet man auferlic) das heilige 
hrijtliche Volf am Gebet, Gott oben und danfen sffentlid. ... Bum 
fiebenten erfennet man duferlich dad heilige chriftlide Bolf bet dem 
Heilightn deS heiligen Kreuges, dag e3 mu alles Ungliic und Ver- 
folgurgy, allerlet Unfechtung und itbel (wie das BVaterunjer betet) pom 
Teufel, Welt und Fleifch, inwendig trauern, blode fein, erfdreden, 
ausivendig arm, verachtet, franf, fchtvadh fein, leiden, damit e3 feinem 
Haupt, Chrijto, gleich werde.” (Von den RMongiliis und Rirden. 
XVI, 2274—2289 ) 


5. Die wahre fidthare Kirde 


, ir wifjen feine andere Kirche, denn die da Hort die Stine 
Chrifti und getauft ijt... . Das Cvangelium fagt, dak tir an ibn 
glauben follen und darnach un3 untereinander Tieben.” (Muslegung 
pon Yoh. 4,1. VI, 2129.) 

»Der HErr Chrijtus gebeut uns, dapB wir nicht die falfche Kirche 
annehmen follen, und unterfcheidet felbft gio Rirchen, eine rechte und 
falfde. . . . Wie aber, wenn ich betweifete, dagB wir bei der rechten 
alten Kirche blieben, ja dak twir die rechte alte Kirche find; ifr aber 
bon uns, das ift, bon der alten Kirche abtriinnig tworden, eine neue 
Rirche angerichtet habt wider die alte Kirche? Das lakt uns horen.... 
Zum andern wird das niemand [eugnen, dak wir das heiliqe Safra- 
ment de3 Wars haben gleich und eben, twie e3 Chriftus felbjt eingefebt 
und die Wpojtel Hernach und die ganze Chriftenheit gebraucht haben... . 
Zum dritten fann das niemand leugnen, dak tir die rechten alten 
Sehliijjel haben und fie nicht ander3 brauchen denn Zu binden und Lofen 
die Siinde, fo wider Gottes Gebot gejdhehen.... Bum bierten fann dad 
niemand Teugnen, dak wir das Predigtamt und Gottes Wort rein und 
reichlich haben, fleipig Yehren und treiben ohne allen Bujak neuer, 
eigener, menfclider Lehre, gleichtwie e8 Chrijtus befohlen, die WApojtel 
und die ganze Chrijtenheit getan. . . . Hiermit haben wir betveifet, 
DaB twir die rechte alte Kirche find, mit der gangen chrijtliden Kirche 
ein Rirper und eine Gemeinde der Geiligen.” (Wider Hans Worst. 
XVII, 1822—1327.) 

rs fehe, daB eine gute Vermahnung not ijt gu tun an die, fo 
jebt der Satan anfahet gu verfolgen. Unter tweldchen etliche find, die 
meinen, fie wollen der Fabhrlicfeit damit entlaufen, wenn man fie anz 
greift, DaB fie fagen: Bch halt’s nicht mit dem Luther noch mit jemand, 
fondern mit dem Heiligen Evangelio und mit der heiligen Kirche oder 
mit der rdmifden Rirde, jo lapt man fie mit Frieden und behalten doh 
im Herzen meine Lehre fiir evangelifoh und bleiben dabei. Wahrlich, 
fold Befenntnis Hilft fie nicht, und ift eben fo viel als Chrijtum ber- 
Teugnet. Darum bitte ich, diefelben twollten fic) ja wohl vorfehen. 
Wahr ift’s, dak du ja bei Leib und Geel nicht follft fagen: Sh bin 
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Lutherijch oder papjtifdh; denn derfelben ijt feiner fiir dich gejtorden, 
nod) dein Meijter, jondern allein Chrijtus, und folljt dich Chriften be- 
fennen. Wher wenn du e8 dafiir Haltit, dak des Luthers Lehre evanz 
gelif und des Papjts unebvangelifds fet, fo mupt du den Luther nicht 
jo gar Hintverfen; du twirfit fonft feine Lehre auch mit hin, die du doh 
fiir Chrijtus’ Lehre erfennjt. Gondern alfo mupt du fagen: Der 
Luther fei cin Bube oder heilig, da liegt mir nichts an; feine Lehre aber 
ijt nicht fein, fondern Chrijtus’ felbft. Denn du fiehjt, dap die Tyrannen 
nidt Damit umgehen, daB fie nur den Luther umbringen, fondern die 
Lehre wollen fie vertilgen; und bon der Lehre wegen taften fie dich an 
und fragen dich, ob du Lutherijch feieft. Hie mupt du twabhrlich nicht 
mit Robhrivorten reden, fondern frei Chrijftum befennen, e3 habe ifn 
Luther, Klaus oder Georg gepredigt. Die Perfon lafje fahren; aber 
die Lehre mupt du befennen.” (Luthers Meinung von beider Gejtalt 
deS Saframents, wider Carlitadt, 1522. XX, 907.) 


6. Aud in falfden Kirdhengemeinidaften finden fic) Chriften 
»Chrijtus werde -feinen Taufftein, feine Rangel, bon der er aus 
lehre, feine Wpoftel und Lehrer in Stadten und Dérfern haben, wenn 
auch nur einer oder givet da fein follten, die da glauben.... Go 
find auc unter dem Papfitum allegeit etliche Glaubige gewefen, und 
Deren find auch noch da, die wir nicht fennen, welche Gott durd fein 


Wort und die Saframente erhalt, twietwoh! der Teufel und der PRapjt 
eS nicht gerne fehen.“” (Wuslequng von Pj.45,17. V, 468.) 

rnd diefelbige Chriftenheit ijt nicht allein unter der romifdjen 
Kirche oder Papjt, fondern in aller Welt, wie die Propheten verkiindigt 
haben, dak Chrijti Cvangelium follte in alle Welt fommen, $7. 2, 8; 
Rj.19,5. Da alfo unter Papft, Tiirfen, Perfen, Tartern und allent- 
halben die Chrijtenheit gerjtreuet ijt leiblich, aber verfammelt geiftlid 
in einem Cbangelio und Glauben, unter ein Haupt, das YEfus 
Chrijtus ijt.” (Grokes Vefenntnis bom Abendmahl Chrijti. XX, 1101.) 

/BWobhlan, e3 foll und fann niemand bon den Chriften fiir die 
Schwarmer beten, noch fich ihrer annehmen. Gie find dabhingegeben 
und fiindigen zum Tode (wie St. Johannes fagt). Won den Meijtern 
rede ich; dem armen Bolf, fo unter ifnen ijt, helfe der Yiebe HErr 
Chrijtus von foldhen Seelenmirdern.” (Kurgzes Befenntnis vom hHeiligen 
Saframent. XX, 1771.) 

n»Deshalb ijt die Kirde heilig aud da, two die Schwarmegeijter rez 
gieren, twenn fie nur Gottes Wort und die Saframente nicht Teugnen. 
Denn wenn diefe geleugnet werden, fo fann feine Kirche fein. Deshalb 
ijt eine Heilige Rirde itberall da, wo das Wort und die Saframente 
ifrem Wefen nach (substantialiter) bleiben, trobdem dak dort der 
Untichrijt regiert.... Alfo muk der Tempel Gottes auch da fein, wo 
die geiftliden Tyrannen regieren und unter ihnen erhalten tverden.“ 
(Ausfiihrlice Erflarung de3 Galaterbriefs. IX, 44.) 
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»iifjen wir doch befennen, dab die Schwarmer die Schrift und 
GotteS Wort haben in andern Artifeln, und wer e3 von ihnen hort und 
glaubt, der wird felig, wietwobhl fie unheilige Reger und Lajterer Chrifti 
find. © ift nidt eine geringe Gnade, daf Gott fein Wort auch durd 
bife Buben und Gottlofe gibt.” (Brief an givei Pfarrherren, von der 
Wiedertaufe. XVII, 2212.) 


7. Falfdhen Lehrern gegeniiber ijt Sefenntnis vonniten 


Shr macht euch mit Stillfdweigen und Bemanteln felbft ver- 
dadhtig; fo ihr’s aber glaubet, wie ihr’s bor mir redet, fo redet aud 
folches in der Kirche, in lectionibus, concionibus et privatis colloquiis, 
und jtarfet eure Grider und helft den Yrrenden wieder auf den rechten 
Weg und widerfprecht den mutivilligen Geijtern, fonjt ijt euer Be- 
fenntni$ nur ein Larbentwerf und nidts niike. Wer feine Lehre, 
Glauben und BVefenntnis fiir wahr, recht und gewif halt, der fann mit 
andern, fo falfde Lehre fiihren oder derjelben gugetan find, nicht in 
einem Gtalle ftehen noch immerdar gute Worte dem Teufel und 
feinen Schuppen geben. Cin Lehrer, der gu den Yrrtiimern jtillejdiweigt 
und will gleichtwoh! ein rechter Lehrer fein, der ijt arger denn ein 
offentlider Schwwarmer und tut mit feiner Heuchelet griferen Schaden 
denn ein Keger, und ijt ihm nicht gu vertrauen; er ijt cin Wolf und ein 
Fuchs, ein Mietling und ein Bauchdiener uftv. und darf Lehre, Wort, 
Glauben, Gaframent, Rirdhen und Sdulen veradten und iibergeben; 
er liegt enttweder mit den Feinden unter einer Dee, oder er ijt 
ein Biweifler und Windfaher und will fehen, two e3 hinaustvolle, ob 
Chrijtus oder der Teufel obfiegen twerde; oder ijt gang und gar bet 
fich felbft ungewig und nicht witrdig, dak er ein Gehiiler, mill ge- 
fehiveigen ein Lehrer heifen folle, und will niemand ergiirnen nod 
Chrijto fein Wort reden nod dem Teufel und der Welt twehetun.” 
(Gefprad mit D. Georg Major. XVII, 1180.) 

»Deshalb mug man diefe Stelle [Gal. 5,9] wohl merfen wider 
diefen ihren Grund (argumentum), mit dem fie uns verleumbden, dak 
wir die Liebe berleben gum grégten Sdhaden der Kirde. Wir find 
getwiplich bereit, mit allen Frieden gu alten und thnen Liebe gu er- 
geigen, twenn fie un3 nur die Lehre de3 Glaubens gang und unberlegt 
lafjen wollen. Wenn tir dies nicht erlangen finnen, fo fordern fie ber- 
geblic) Liebe bon un3. Werflucht fet die Liebe, welche bewahrt wird 
gum GSdjaden der Lehre deS Glaubens, welder alles weichen mug, 
Liebe, Apojtel, Engel bom Himmel uf. ... Wenn fie glaubten, dak 
e3 bas Wort Gottes ware, wiirden fie nicht fo mit demfelben fpielen, 
fondern e3 in bodhjten Ehren alten und ihm ohne alle Disputation 
und Biveifel Glauben beimeffen und wiigten, dag ein Wort Gottes 
alle und alle Worte Gottes eins waren; deSgleicjen wiikten fie, dak 
etn Urtifel alle, und alle Artifel einer find und dak, wenn man 
einen berloren bat, allmablig alle verloren werden... . Deshalb 
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wollen twir fie hoch rithmen Lafjen bon der Cintracht und der chrijtlicen 
Liebe, wir wollen dagegen die Herrlichfeit des Wortes und den Glauz 
ben boc) erheben. Die Liebe Fann bistveilen (in loco) ohne Gefahr 
vernadlajfigt werden, aber nicht gleicher Weife das Wort und der 
Glaube. Die Aufgabe der Liebe ijt e3, alles gu dulden, allem gu 
tweiden. Dagegen fommt e3 dem Glauben Zu, nichts zu leiden, nieman- 
Dem gu weiden.... Darum, wenn du Gott in einem A°rtifel ver- 
feugneft, fo bajt du ihn in allen verleugnet, weil Gott nicht in viele 
Wrtifel geteilt wird, fondern alled ijt in jedem eingelnen Wrtifel, und 
einer ift in allen Wrtifeln.” (Wusfithrlice Crflarung de3 Galater- 
brief$. IX, 645 f.) 

Sie jagen, dag man folle Frieden haben, und horen felbjt nicht 
auf, folden Unfrieden gu mehren, wie jedermann fieht und hort, ijt aud 
ibre Freude, je weiter e3 geht. Dtem, fie fagen, e3 fet eine geringe 
Sache, und ift doch jebt fein Stiic, das fie fo fajt treiben, forgen und 
anhalten; die andern Stiicfe alle liegen jtille. Hier werden fie Mar- 
tyrer und Heilige.... Wobhlan denn, tweil fie denn fo gar berrucht find 
und alle Welt jpotten, will ich cine Lutherifde Warnung dazu tun und 
fage alfo: Berflucht fei folche Liebe und Cinigfeit in Whgrund der Hille, 
Darum dak folche Cinigfeit nicht allein die Chrijtenheit jammerlich zer- 
trennt, fondern fie nach teufelifcher Wrt noch gu jolchem ihrem Yammer 
fpottet und ndrret.... Mein, mir nicht, lieben Herren, de3 Friedens 
und der Liebe. Wenn ich einem Vater und Mutter, Weib und Kind 
eriviirgt und twollt ifn auch dDagu twiirgen und darnach fagen: Halt 
eriede, lieber Freund, tir wollen uns liebhaben, die Sache ift nicht fo 
grok, Dak wir Drum jollten uneinS twerden; twas follt er gu mir fagen? 
© twie lieb follte er mich haben! Wljo, die Schiwarmer eriwiirgen mir 
CHrijtum, meinen HErrn, und Gott Vater in feinen Worten, dagu 
meine Mutter, die Chrijtenheit, jamt meinen Briidern, wollen dagu mid 
auc) tot haben, und fagen darnadh: Jch folle Friede haben, fie wollen 
Der Liebe mit mir pflegen. Joh will aber die Schwarmer hier auf- 
deen, Dag jedermann fee, twas fiir ein Geijt in ihnen jtect, auf dak 
die, fo ihnen anhangen, erfahren, twem fie glauben und folgen. . 
Lieber, Gottes Wort ijt Gottes Wort, das darf nicht viel Menfelns. 
Wer Gott in einem Worte liigenjtraft und lajftert oder fpridt, 3 
fet geringe Ding, dak er gelajtert und geliigenftraft wird, der Lajtert 
den gangen Gott und achtet geringe alle Lajterung Gottes. C8 ift 
ein Gott, der fich nicht teilen Yapt, oder an einem Ort Toben, am 
andern fcjelten, an einem Ort ehren, am andern beradten.” (Dah 
Ddiefe Worte uf. noch feft ftehen twider die Schwwarmgeijter. XX, 
7173—175.) 

»Qudem, fo ift diefer Wrtifel bon der wirkliden Gegenwart im 
beiligen Whendmabhl nicht eine Lehre oder Auffab aufer der Sdhrift, 
bon Menfcjen erdictet, fondern flarlid im Coangelio durch helle, reine, 
ungeatveifelte Worte Chrifti geftiftet und gegriindet, und bon Anfang 
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der chrijtliden Rirde in aller Welt bis auf diefe Stunden eintracdhtiglid 
geglaubt und gehalten, wie das austveifen der lieben Vater Biidher und 
Schrift, beide griehifher und lateinifdher Sprache, dagu der taglice 
Brauch und das Werf mit der Erfahrung, bis auf dieje Stunde. 
Weldhes Beugnis der ganzen heiligen chriftlicen Kirche (tenn wir fchon 
nidjts mehr Hatten) foll uns allein genugfam fein, bet diefem WUrtifel 
gu bleiben und daritber feinen Rottengeijt gu horen noch gu leiden. 
Denn e3 gefahrlich ijt und erfchreclich, etwas gu horen oder gu glauben 
wider das eintradtige Beugnis, Glauben und Lehre der gangen heiligen 
rijtliden Kirche, fo von Anfang her nun iiber fiimfzehn hundert Yahre 
in aller Welt eintrachtighich gehalten hat.“ (Wider etliche Rottengeijter. 
XX, 1684.) 


8. Von dem geijtliden Prieftertum aller Chriften 

,Darum find alle Chrijiglaubigen das heilige und geiftliche 
Krieftertum, fo auf diefen Stein gebauet find. Denn fintemal Chrijtus 
der VBrautigam ijt und wir die Braut, fo hat die Braut alles, twas der 
Brautigam hat, auch feinen eigenen Lcib.“ (Predigt iiber 2 Petr. 2, 5. 
IX, 1173.) 

/Uus diefem Spruch [1 Petr.2,9] habe ich betweifet, dap alle 
Chrijten Priejter find. Denn Petrus hat das gu allen Chrijten gejagt, 
wie die Worte Tauten und mit Namen das BVolf ausdriiden. . . . 
Darum, den narrijdhen Traum des Emjer3 gu meiden, ijt gu twvifjen, 
dak die Heilige Schrift, fonderlich im Neuen Teftament, da die Figuren 
aus find, nicht mehr denn bon einem geijtliden Prieftertum fcjreibt. .. . 
Die Schrift macht uns alle gleich Priejter, wie gefagt ijt.” (Wnttwort 
auf das iiberchriftlice Buch Cmfer3. XVII, 1280—1282.) 

nDaber auch der Heilige Geift im Neuen Teftament mit Fleif 
berbiitet hat, daB der Name sacerdos, Priefter oder Pfaffe, aud) feinem 
Apojtel noch einigen andern Wmtern ift gegeben, fondern ijt allein der 
Getauften oder Chrijten Name, als ein angeborner, erblider Name aus 
der Taufe; denn unfer feiner wird in der Taufe ein Apoftel, Prediger, 
Lehrer, Pfarrherr geboren, fondern eitel Priefter und Pfaffen werden 
wir alle geboren.” (Bon der Winkelmeffe und Pfaffentveihe. XIX, 
1260.) 

/ Wir beftehen feft auf dem, dak fein ander Wort Gottes ijt denn 
das allein, da8 allen Chrijten gu verfiindigen geboten wird; dak nicht 
eine andere Taufe ijt Denn die, die alle Chrijten geben migen; dak fein 
ander Gedadhtnis ijt de3 Whendefjens de3 HErrn denn da8, fo ein jeder 
Chrift begehen mag, weldhes alfo gu halten Chrijtus hat eingefest; 
aud) daB feine andere Giinde ijt, denn. die ein jeder Chrift binden und 
auflofen mag; item, dap fein Opfer fet denn der Leib eines jeden 
Chrijtenmenfden; dag auch niemand beten fann oder mige denn allein 
der Chrift; dagu dab niemand urteilen foll iiber die Lehre denn allein 
der Chrift. Diefe find aber je die priefterlichen und fonigliden amter.” 
(Wie man Kirdendiener wabhlen und einfegen foll. X, 1590.) 
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»Hier fiebejt du flar, wes das Recht ijt, gu urteilen die Lehre. 
Vijchife, Papjt, Gelehrte und jedermann hat Macht gu lehren; aber 
Die Schafe follen urteilen, ob fie Chrifti Stimme hiren oder der Frem- 
den Stimme.“ (Daf eine chriftlice Verjammlung oder Gemeinde Recht 
und Macht habe, alle Lehre zu urteifen uff. X, 1541.) 

»Diefe dret Amt hat er auch un3 allen gegeben; darum tveil er 
Priefter ijt und wir feine Briider find, fo haben alle Chrijten Macht 
und Befebl, dak fie predigen und berfiindigen follen Gottes Gnade und 
Tugend ufiv. und vor Gott treten, dak einer fiir den andern bitte und 
fich felbjt Gott opfere; doch, mie St. Paulus fagt, dak alles ordentlicd 
gugehe, dag nicht ein jeglicher in Der Gemeinde Iehre und die heiligen 
Saframente reiche, jondern die allein, fo bon der Gemeinde berufen 
find und ihnen das Wmt befohlen wird.” (Predigt iiber 1 Petr. 2,5. 
IX, 1173.) 

,So wir aber Chrijten tworden jind durch diejfen Priejter und 
fein Briejteramt und in der Taufe durch den Glauben ihm einverleibt, 
fo friegen twir auch das Recht und die Macht, das Wort, fo wir von 
ifm haben, gu lehren und gu befennen bor jedermann, ein jeglicer nad 
jeinem Beruf und Stande. Denn ob wir wohl nicht alle im dffentlicen 
Amt und Beruf find, jo foll und mag dod ein jeglicher Chrijft feinen 
Machiten lehren, unterrichten, bermahnen, trojten, ftrafen durch Gottes 
Wort, wann und two jemand das bedarf, als Vater und Mutter ihre 
Kinder und Gefinde, ein Bruder, Nachbar, Biirger oder Bauer den 
andern. Denn eS fann ja ein Chrijt der Behn Gebote, de3 Glaubens, 
Gebets ujiw. den andern, fo noch unbverjtandig oder fchtwach ijt, unterrid- 
ten oder bermahnen, und der e3 hort, jhulbdig ijt, foldes auch als Gottes 
Wort von ibm angunehmen und mit offentlich gu befennen.” (Wuslequng 
bon Bf. 110, 4. V, 1038.) 

»Denn e8 ware viel ficherer und heilfamer [namlic, als daf, die 
Bohmen fich tieder dem Papjt unterwiirfen], dak ein jeder Hausvater 
Dabeim in feinem QHauje vorlajfe das Evangelium. Und diectweil aud 
Die einmiitige Meinung und Brauch der gangen Welt gulapt den Laien, 
Dag fie taufen mogen, tare auch mein Rat, dak die Hausvater, fo ihnen 
Kinder geboren twiirden, diefelben felber tauften und alfo nach der Lehre 
Chrifti fidh felbjt und die Yhren regierten, ob fie fchon durch) ihr Leben 
lang da Gaframent des Wltars nicht empfangen modten. Denn das 
Saframent de$ Altars bet Gefahrlichfeit des Geils nicht vonndten ift; 
aber da3 Changelium und die Taufe allein genugfam find, dieweil allein 
der Glaube fromm macht und die Liebe allein wohl lebt.“ (Wie man 
Rircdendiener wahlen und einjeben foll. X, 1557.) 

Auf die Frage, fo Cuer guter Freund. . . Cuch vorgelegt, fdrift- 
lich und an mich gu gelangen lafjen begebrt, ijt die3 meine Antwort, dab 
Shr dem guten Serrn und Freund iwollet angeigen, dak er nicht fdhuldig 
fei, folde Weife vorgunehmen, fic) und fein Sausvolflein gu fommuni- 
gieren, auch dDagu unndtig, teil er dagu nicht berufen noch Befehl hat 
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und ohne das, two eS die thrannifden Kirdendiener, jo e3 gu tun wohl 
fhuldig find, ifm nod) den Seinen nicht reiden wollen, dennoc) wohl 
fann in feinem Glauben felig werden durdh3 Wort; eS wird auch ein 
groR YUrgerni3 maden, alfo in den Haujern das Saframent hin und 
wieder gu reicjen, und dod) die Lange fein gut Ende nehmen und eitel 
Spaltung und Seften fich erheben.... Dak aber ein Hausvater die 
Geinen das Wort Gottes lehrt, ijt recht und foll fo fein; denn Gott 
hat befohlen, dag wir unjere Kinder und Haus follen lehren und 
giehen, und ijt das Wort einem jegliden befohlen; aber das Safra- 
ment ijt ein offentliches Befenntnis und foll offenbarlice Diener haben, 
weil dabei fteht, alS Chrijtus fagt, man folle e3 tun gu feinem Ge- 
dadhtnis, das ijt, wie St. Paulus fagt, gu verfiindigen oder predigen 
de3 HErrn Tod, bis er fomme, und dafelbjt aud fpricht, man folle 
gujammenfommen, und hart jtraft die, fo jonderlich ein jeglicher fiir fich 
de3 HErrn Abendmahl gebrauden; fo doc nicht verboten, fondern 
geboten ijt einem jeglicden, infonderheit fein Haus gu lehren mit Gottes 
Wort, fich felbjt auch dagu, und fich doch niemand jelbjt taufen uf. 
Denn 8 ijt gar ein andereS um ein Offentlich Amt in der Kirde und 
um einen Sausbater iiber fein Gefinde; darum fie nidt gu mengen 
find noch gu trennen. Dietveil nun hier feine Not noch Beruf ijt, foll 
man ohne Gottes getvijjen Befehl hier nichts aus Andacht bornehmen, 
denn e3 wird nichts Gutes daraus.” (Von der Hausfommunion. 
X, 2224—2226.) 


9, Bon der Hffentliden AUusibung der Redhte und Pflidten des 
geijtliden Grieftertums 

/ Uber die dritte Weife, fo die redhte Art der ebangelifden Ordnung 
haben follte, miikte nidt fo offentlid) auf dem Plab gefdehen unter 
allerlet Volf, fondern diejenigen, fo mit Ernjt Chriften wollten fein und 
das Evangelium mit Hand und Mund befennen, miiBten mit Namen fis 
eingeidjnen und etiva in einem Haufe allein fich berfammeln gum Gebet, 
gu Tefen, gu taufen, daS Saframent gu empfaben und andere chriftlice 
Werke zu iiben. Yn diefer Ordnung fonnte man die, fo fich nidt hriftlid 
hielten, fernnen, ftrafen, beffern, ausjtoRen oder in den Vann tun nach 
Der Regel Chrijtt Matth. 18,15 Ff.” (Deutfohe Meffe und Ordnung de3 
Gottesdienftes. X, 229.) 

,»Darum foll ein jeder, der ein Chrijt fein will, gewif fein und bei 
fich wohl ertvagen, dak wir alle gleidhertveife Priejter find, das ijt, dak 
wir gleiche Gewalt an dem Worte Gottes und einem jeden Gaframent 
haben, doch dak e8 fich nicht fiir einen jeden gebiihre, fic) derfelben gu 
gebrauden, e3 fet denn aus Veriwilligung der Gemeine oder durch Beruf 
der Oberen. Denn twas aller in8gemein ijt, fann niemand infonderheit 
an fic) giehen, bis er dDagu berufen wird.” (Von der babylonifden Ge- 
fangenfdaft der Kirche. XIX, 117.) 

/ der find die, die er alfo anredet? Gind e3 nit alle Chrijten? 
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Sit’'s nicht die hrijtlicke Gemeinde? ... Denn die Sdliijfel find der 
gangen Gemeinde aller Chrijten und eines jeden, der ein Glied ijt der- 
felben Gemeinde... . Das Wmt de3 Wortes ijt allen gemeinfam. C8 
ijt aber das ,binden’ und ,entbinden’ ganglich nidts anders denn prez 
Digen das Changelium und dasfelbe in Gebrauch gu twenden. Denn 
twas Heigt ,auflijen’ anders denn verfiindigen, dDaB die Giinden bor 
Gott erlafjen find? Was heipt ,binden’ denn das Changelium weg- 
genonunen und berfiindigen, DaB die Sinden behalten werden? Darum, 
fie tvollen oder wollen nicht, fo erhalten tir, da die Scbhliifjel allen 
miteinander gemeinjam find; Ddietweil fie nichts anders find denn das 
Wmt, dadurd man das Wort in Brauch und iihung fehrt.“ (Wie man 
Kirchendiener twahlen und einfeben foll. X, 1579—1581.) 

nDak aber die Apoftel auch guerft in fremde Haufer gingen und 
predigten, deS Hatten fie Befehl und waren dagu verordnet, berufen 
und gefandt, dag fie an allen Orten follten predigen, wie Chriftus 
fprad) [Marf.16,15]: ,Gehet hin in alle Welt und prediget allen 
Rreaturen.£ Wher darnach hat niemand mehr folden gemeinen apojto- 
lijehen Befehl, fondern ein jeglicder Bijchof oder Pfarrherr Hat fein 
beftimmt Rirdfpiel oder Pfarre, weldhe St. Petrus 1 Petr.5,3 aud 
dDarum Kleros Heift, das ijt, Teile, dak einem jeglicjen fein Teil Volks 
befoblen ijt; wie St. Paulus Tito auch fehreibt; darin fein anderer 
oder Frembder ohne fein Wijjen und Willen fich unterjtehen foll, feine 
Pfarrfinder gu lehren, weder heimlic) noch sffentlich.” (Wuslequng von 
Rj. 82,4. V, 721.) 

»iemal3 aber ijt e3 bon Gott gugelajjen, dak ein Weib regiere.... 
Das Weib ijt gu feinem Nuben gejchaffen, namlich dak fie ihre Klug- 
heit antwende und ihre Vernunft gebrauche zur Wuferziehung ihrer 
Kinder. Denn wie ein jeglicher gefdajffen ijt, fo mwirft er auch am 
geeignetiten. ,€3 greift cin Weib viel beffer gu einem fleinen Kind mit 
dem fleinften Finger denn ein Mann mit beiden Fauften.‘“ (Wuslegung 
de3 Prediger3s Salomo, 7,27. V, 1517.) 

abr ijt’s aber, dag in diefem Stiice [namlich was den Sffent- 
Tiden Gebraudh der Gnadenmittel anlangt] der Heilige Geijt ausge- 
nommen hat Weiber, Kinder und untiidtige Leute, fondern allein 
tiidhtige MannSperfonen hiegu erwabhlet. . . . Gumma, e8 foll ein 
gefdidter, auserivablter Mann fein, dahin Kinder, Weiber und andere 
Perfonen nicht tichtig, ob jie wohl titchtig find, Gottes Wort zu horen, 
Taufe, Saframent, Whfolution gu empfahen und redhte Heilige Chriften 
mit find. Denn foldjen Unterfdied auch die Natur und Gottes Kreatur 
gibt, Dak Weiber (biel weniger Kinder oder Narren) fein Regiment 
haben fonnen nod) follen, wie die Erfahrung gibt, und Mofes 1 Mof. 
3,16 fpridt: ,Du folljt dem Mann untertan fein‘; das Changelium 
aber fold) natitrlich Recht nidt aufhebt, fondern bejtatigt als Gottes 
Ordnung und Gefdipfe.” (Von den Kongiliis und Rirden. XVI, 
2280.) 
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wm Neuen Teftament ordnet der Heilige Geijt durch St. Pauium, 
dak die Weiber follen fdhiweigen in der Kirche oder Gemeine, und fpridt, 
e8 fet dDe3 HErrn Gebot, 1 Kor. 14,34, und er doch wohl wufte, dak 
Soel guvor verfiindigt hatte, Gott wolle feinen Geift aud auf feine 
Magde ausgieken, dagu gefehen hatte die bier Fichter Philippi mweis- 
fagen, Wpoft.21,9. Wber in der Gemeine oder Kirche, da das Predigt= 
amt ijt, follen fie fchiweigen und nicht predigen. Gonjt migen fie wohl 
mitbeten, fingen, loben und Amen fprecdhen und daheim lefen und fid 
untereinander Tehren, bermabhnen, trojten, auch die Schrift auslegen, 
das bejte jie immer finnen.“” (Von Scleihern und Winfelpredigern. 
XX, 1673 f.) 

/ Wenn du willft die Chrijten anjehen, fo mut du feinen Unter-z 
fchied anfehen und nicht fagen: Das ift ein Mann oder ein Weib, ein 
Knecht oder Herr, alt oder jung, wie Paulus fagt Gal.3,28. C8 ift 
alles ein Ding und eitel geijtlic) Volf. Darum find fie allgumal 
Priefter, mogen alle Gottes Wort verfiindigen, ohne dak Weiber nicht 
in der Gemeinde reden follen, fondern die Manner predigen Lafjen, 
um de3 Gebots willen, dag fie ihren Mannern follen untertan fein, wie 
St. Paulus lehret 1 Ror. 14,34. Golde Ordnung lapt Gott bleiben, 
macht aber nicht Unterfdhied der Getwalt. Wo aber nicht Manner da 
waren, fondern citel Weiber, als in Nonnenfloftern, da midte man aud 
ein Weib unter ihnen aufiwerfen, das da predigte.” (itber 1 Petr. 2, 5. 
IX, 1014 f.) 

Cin Bifhof als Bifchof hat feine Macht feiner Kirche irgendeine 
Sabung oder Beremonie aufgzulegen, e3 fet Denn mit der ausdriidliden 
oder auch ftilljchiweigenden Bewilligung der Kirche. Denn die Kirche ijt 
fret und die Herrin, und die Vifchife follen nicht Herren fein iiber den 
Glauben der Kirchen, fie auch nicht wider ihren Willen befdhweren oder 
unterdritden. Denn fie find nur Diener und Haushalter, nicht Herren 
der Kirche. Wenn aber die Kirche eingetwilligt hat als ein Leib mit dem 
Vifdhofe, fo fonnen fie alles auflegen, twas fie immer twollen, wenn nur 
die Gottfeligfeit nicht verlebt wird, dDasfelbe aud) wiederum nach ihrem 
Belieben abtun.” (Antwort an Melanchthon auf die ihm gugefchidten 
Fragen bon den Menfdenfabungen. XVI, 1014.) 


10. Von dem Pfarramt oder Predigtamt in der dhriftliden Gemeinde, 
al$ von dem allgemeinen Frieftertum unterfdhieden 

, kun ijt gweierlet Berufung gum Predigtamt: eine gefchieht ohne 
Mittel bon Gott; die andere durch die Menfoen und gleichwohl auch 
bon Gott... . Die andere Berufung gefdieht durch Menfdjen, und 
dasjelbige doch auch bon Gott, namlich durch Mittel. Und das ift eine 
Verufung der Liebe, alS wenn man einen aus dem Haufen ertwahlet gu 
einem Bifchof oder Prediger, gu dem man fich berfiehet, er habe das 
Wort Gottes und finne e3 andern auch durch feine Lehre und Predigt 
mitteilen. . . . Die chriftlidhe Rirde hat allein die Scbliiffel, fonft 
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niemand; twietwobhl fie der Vifhof und Papjt fonnen gebraucjen als die, 
twelden e3 bon der Gemeinde befohlen ijt. Cin Pfarrer pfleqt des 
Amts der Schliiffel, tauft, predigt, reicht das Saframent und tut andere 
YUmter, Damit er der Gemeinde dient, nicdt von feinetivegen, fondern 
der Gemeinde tegen; denn er ijt ein Diener der gangen Gemeinde, 
twelchem der Schlitijel geqeben ijt, ob er gleichtwohl ein Bube fei.” 
(Cvangelienpoftille, XI, 1910 f. 2304.) 

»oie [Matth. 18,19. 20] horen tir, dak auch giween oder drei, 
in Chrijti Namen verfammelt, eben alleS Macht haben, was St. Petrus 
und alle Apoftel. Denn der HErr ijt felbjt da, wie er auch fagt Fob. 
14,23. ... Wir haben bie den OHErrn jelbjt iiber alle Engel und 
Kreaturen, der fagt, fie follen alle gleidhe Gewalt, Schliifjel und Amt 
haben, auch giween fdledte Chrijten allein, in feinem Namen bverz 
fammelt.” (Wider das Papfttum gu Rom, bom Teufel gejftiftet. XVI, 
1074 f.) 

,Darum ijt de3 Bifchofs Weihe nichts anders, denn als wenn 
er an Gtatt und erfon der gangen BVerfammlung einen aus dem 
Haufen nahme, die alle gleiche Gewalt haben, und ihm befible, diefelbe 
Getwalt fiir die andern ausgzuridten; gleid als tenn gehn Briider, 
RKonigsfinder, gleiche Erben, einen erwablten, das Crbe fiir fie gu 
regieren; fie waren je alle Rinige und gleidher Getwalt, und doc) einem 
gu regieren befoblen wird.” (Wn den chriftlichen Wdel deutfcher Nation. 
X, 271.) 

Weil aber chrijtlide Gemeinde ohne Gottes Wort nicht fein foll 
nod fann, folgt aus borigem ftarf genug, dak fie dDennod Lehrer und 
Prediger haben miiffen, die da3 Wort treiben .. .; miiffen wir un3 nach 
der Schrift alten und unter uns felbft berufen und feben diejenigen, 
fo man gefchicdt dagu findet und die Gott mit Verjtand erleuchtet und 
mit Gaben dazu gegieret hat... . Wenn er aber ijt, da Chrijten an 
dem Ort find, die mit ihm gleidhe Macht und Redht haben, da foll er fic 
felbjt nicht herbortun, fondern fich berufen und herborziehen lafjen, dak 
er an Statt und Gefebhl der andern predige und Iehre.. . . G8 foll 
fein Bifdhof jemand einfeben ohne der Gemeinde Wahl, Willen und 
BVerufen, fondern foll den Erivahlten und Verufenen bon der Gemeinde 
beftatigen. Tut er’s nicht, dak derfelbe dDennod) beftatigt fet durd der 
Gemeinde BVerufen.” (Oak eine Hriftlice Verfammlung Recht habe ufiv. 
X, 1543 ff.) 

»Doc die} alles haben wir allein bon gemeinfamem Rect und 
Macht aller Chriften gefagt. Denn dietveil allen Chrijten alle Dinge 
gemeinjam follen fein, .. . fo wil’S nicht gebiihren einem, der fic bon 
ihm felbjt berbor wollte tin und ihm allein gueignen, das unfer 
aller ijt... . Dad erfordert aber der Gemeinjchaft Recht, dab einer, 
oder fwiebiel ber Gemeinde gefallen, erwwahlt und aufgenommen tmwer- 
ben, twelde an Statt und im Namen aller derer, fo eben dadsfelbe Recht 





Quther itber Kirche und Amt 449 


haben, diefe sumter dffentlich ausiiben; auf dag nicht eine fcheuplide 
Unordnung gejdehe in dem Volf Gottes und aus der Kirche werde ein 
Babylon.” (Wie man Kirchendiener wahlen und einjeben foll. X, 
1589.) 

»der Pfarrherr hat ja den Predigt}tuhl, Taufe, Saframent inne, 
und alle Geelforge ijt ifm befohlen. ... Darum heipt’s alfo: Ent- 
tweder betveifet den Beruf und Befehl gu predigen oder furgum ftill- 
gefdiwiegen und das Predigen verboten. Denn e3 heift ein Wmt, ja 
ein Predigtamt. Cin Amt aber fann niemand haben auger und ohne 
Befehl und Beruf.” (Von Secbhleichern und Winkelpredigern. XX, 
1666. 1669.) 

»&8 ijt toahr, alle Chrijten find Priejter, aber nicht alle Pfarrer. 
Denn iiber das, dak er ein Chrijt und Priejter ijt, mug er auch ein 
Amt und ein befohlen Kirchfpiel haben. Der Beruf und Befehl madht 
PKfarrherren und Prediger.“ (Wuslequng von Pj. 82,4. V, 722.) 

,»Siehe, aljo mug man das Predigtamt oder Dienjtamt jcheiden 
bon dem gemeinen Priefterftande aller getauften Chrijten. Denn fold 
Amt ijt nicht mehr denn ein dffentlidher Dienjt, fo etwwan einem bez 
foblen twird bon der gangen Gemeinde, tweldhe alle gugleich Priejter 
find.” (Muslegung von Pf.110,4. V, 1038.) 

,Ordinieren foll heigen und fein berufen und befehlen da3 Pfarr- 
amt, twelche3 Macht hat und muf haben Chrijtus und feine Kirde ohne 
allen Chrefem und Platten, two fie in der Welt ijt, fowobhl als fie das 
Wort, Taufe, Saframent, Geijt und Glauben haben mug.” (Von 
der Winkelmeffe und Pfaffentweihe. XIX, 1268.) 

Ale die, fo im Pfarramt oder Dienft de3 Worts funden werden, 
find in einem heiligen, rechten, guten, Gott angenehmen Orden und 
Stand, al die da predigen, Gaframent reichen, dem gemeinen Rajten 
borjtehen, Riijter und Boten oder RKnechte, jo foldhen Perfonen diez 
nen ufo.” (Luthers Vefenntni3 bom Abendmahl CHhrijti. XX, 1098.) 

,So nun das Amt de3 Wortes einem bverliehen wird, fo twerden 
ifm auch verlichen alle simter, die Durch das Wort in der Kirche werden 
ausgeridtet, das ift, die Getwalt gu taufen, gu feqnen, gu binden und 
gu ldfen, gu beten und gu richten oder urteilen. Denn das Amt, gu 
predigen das Changelium, ift das Hochfte unter allen; denn e3 ift das 
rechte apojtolifde Wmt, das den Grund lTegt allen andern Wmtern, 
twelchen allen gugehort, auf da erjte gu bauen, als da find die Mmter 
der Lehrer, der Propheten, der Regierer, derer, fo die Gabe der Spra- 
Gen und gefund gu madden haben, tie fie denn Paulus nacheinander 
ordnet, 1 Ror. 12,8 Ff.” (Wie man RKirdendiener mahlen und einfegen 
fol. X, 1592.) ¥.C. KRresmann 
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Eredigtentwiirfe fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafius- 
Perifopenreife 


Trinitatisfeft 
Matth. 28, 18—20 

Wir fedhlieBen unfere Gottesdienjte gewshnlid mit ciner Dorologie, 
einem Lobpreis de3 dreieinigen Gotte3; das febt gleichfam dem gangen 
Gottesdienjt die Krone auf. Go fclieBen wir die fejtliche Halfte des 
RKirchenjahrs mit dem Feft der heiligen Dreieinigfeit. — Doch wird das 
eejt twenig gefeiert, 1. tocil man heutzutage fic) wenig mit Lehre, vor 
allem mit Gebheimnijjen befajjen will; der Nachdrucé liegt auf Leben, 
Werfen; 2. teil man e$ in unjerer oberflacdhliden Beit fiir geniigend 
halt, ,da% man an Gott glaubt“. — Doch: Athanafianifdhes Glaubens- 
befenntni3, § 3.40. Go feiern wir ebenjo friblich Trinitatis wie alle 
andern Fefte, trobdem, ja gerade tveil ivir befennen miiffen: Yef. 45, 15. 


Unfer Gott ijt cin wunderbarer Gott 
1. in feinem Wefen 2. in feinem Wirfen 


1 

Seder Menfch weiz, dak eS einen Gott gibt; das bezeugt ihm fein 
Gewwifjen, Rom. 2,15, und die Natur, Mont. 1,19. 20, fo daB die Heiden 
Der machtigite natiirlice Beiweis fiir Das Dajein eines Gottes find, 3uz 
gleich aber der fchlagendjte Vetveis dafiir, dak die natiirliche Crfenntni3 
Gotte3 nicht ausreicht; denn fein Hcide hat e3 je zur Erfenntnis des 
twwahren Gottes gebracht; die Griedhen jind dabei nicht weiter gefonimen 
al8 die Sndianer. Dieje Erfenntnis fommt nur aus gittlicer Offen- 
barung. 

Nach diefer Offenbarung ijt Gott dreieinig. (Nicht das Wort, 
twohl aber die Lehre im Tert.) JEjus nennt die dret Perfonen; auch 
werden fie unterfdieden, Joh. 14,16.17; 15,26; Gph.1,17; Offen- 
barung bei Chrifti Taufe. Alle drei gleich Gott; fonjt wiirde die gittliche 
Ehre de Taujfens in jeinem Namen neben Gott noch awei andern 
gegeben, und das leidet Gott nicdt, Sef.42,8. Mur der Reihenfolge 
twegen erfte, gieite, dritte Perfon. (Wth. Bef.) Doh follen wir taufen 
in Dem Namen deS einen Gottes, von dem die ganze Se§rift zeugt, 
5 Moj. 6,4; Bef. 43,10.11; Matth. 19,17; 1 Ror. 8,4; 12,6; Eph. 
4,6; 1 Zim. 2,5. — G8 ijt flare Lehre der GHeiligen Schrift, dap Gott 
einig im Wefen, dreifacd in Perfonen ijt. 

Das verjtehft du nist? Bh aud nicht. Das ift ein Geheimnis3 
und ift alS Geheimnis geoffenbart. Dabei laffen wir e3 betwenden und 
madden feine ErflarungSverfuce, die doch nicht erflaren fonnen; und 
follte e3 jemand ftdren, dak unfere Vernunft, die taufenderlet im Srdi- 
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fen nicht berjtehen fann, nicht in das Geheimnis eindringen fann? 
Go redet Gott von fich felber; und wer einen andern als den ecinigen 
Gott anbetet, treibt Whgodtterci; und wer nicht jeder der drei Perfonen 
gleiche gittlicje Chre eriweijt, treibt Whgotteret. 


2 

Ebenjo tunderbar ijt der dreicinige Gott in feinem Wirfen. Das 
gilt von allen Werfen Gotte3: Schopfung, Erhaltung ujw. Der Tert 
redet nur von den Heilstaten Gottes, und fo befdhranfen wir uns darauf. 

SEjus befiehlt, wir follen alle Menjden gu Vingern, gu Chrijten, 
maden durd Taufe und Predigt de} Cvangelium3. Das fonnte gar 
nicht gejchehen, wenn nicht die vollfommene Crfitlling des Heilsrats 
Gottes gu unjerer Erldfung vorausgegangen ware. Gott hat in jeiner 
Liebe in der Cwigfeit bejchlojfen, die in Siinde gefallenen Menjdjen felig 
zu macjen, trobdem er fie nach jeiner Gerechtigfeit mit Tod und Verz 
dDammnis hatte jtrafen miiffen. Bn feiner Weisheit hat er dann cinen 
Weg gefunden, wie dies gefdehen fonnte, indem er namlid die Sinden 
aller Menfcjen an feinem Sohn jtrafte. Diefe vollendete Crldfung teilt 
er Den Menfden nun durd die Gnadenmittel mit. Und weil die Menz 
fejen tot jind und nicht einmal annehmen fonnen, twas ifnen angeboten 
wird, fo wirft der Heilige Geijt mit jeiner Wimacht durch die Gnaden- 
mittel ein neues Leben in inen. 

Nicht nur das; nun gibt er feinen Chriften den Wuftrag, Ddiefe 
himmlijden Giiter, die er ihnen gegeben hat, auch andern Menfden mit- 
guteilen, indem fie Die Gnadenmittel in die Welt hinaustragen; und 
wenn fie daS tun, twill er, der Whmadhtige, BV. 18, mit ihnen gehen, B. 20, 
und ihre Wrbeit wirffam und erfolgreicd) machen. 

Gin Wunder nach dem andern! Und ein Geheimnis nach dem 
andern! Wer fann e3 verjtehen, dak die Taufe ,,wirfet Vergebung” 
ujiv.; dDaR die ,,torichte Predigt” de3 Cvangeliums die Kraft Gottes ift, 
jelig gu mac§en alle, die dDaran glauben? Aber ftoken follten wir uns 
nidt baran, dDaB der tounderbare und geheimnisvolle Gott nun aud durd 
wunderbare und geheimnisvolle Mittel wirtt. 

Gin Chrijt beginnt feinen Lebenslauf im Namen des dreieinigen 
Gottes, wenn er getauft wird; und wenn fein Leib in das lebte ixrdifche 
Ruhebett gelegt wird, ijt eS wieder der Name deS dreieinigen Gottes, 
der ihn in Gotte3 Acer einfeqnet. Go find wir geitleben3 und auc) im 
ode in guten Sanden. 

Wir beten: Lied 149, 12. Theo. Hover 
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Grjter Sonntag nad Trinitatis 
Mark. 4, 26—29 

Am Pfingftfejt horten tir von dem Lebendigen Wajfer des Evan- 
gelium3, das uns tranft und erquidt und bon dem dann Gtrime 
lebendigen Wafers fliepen. Wm Trinitatisfejt wurde un3 ans Herz 
gelegt, Daf wir nicht miide werden follen, dies Evangelium und feine 
feligen Gebheininiffe der Welt gu verfiindigen. Heute Hiren wir von 
dem Erfolg unjerer Semiihungen. 


Wie fteht e3 mit unferm Erfolg in der Ausfaat de3 Wortes Gottes? 


1. Um Erfolg gu haben, mitjfen wir das Wort 
faen 

2. Gott allein gibt WagGstum und Gedeiben 

3. Bu feiner Beit werden wir aud ernten 


1 

VB. 26. Der Game im Reich Gottes ijt das Wort Gottes. Soll 
die Erde nicht Unfraut hervorbringen, jo mu guter Game gefat werden. 
Dornenfamen entfpringen feine Trauben, Dijtelfamen feine Feigen. 
Ebenjowenig entitehen Friidte, die im Reich Gottes taugen, aus dem 
Samen menjchlider Srrtiimer, aus Gefebtreiberei ufty. Wir haben Got- 
te3 Wort in reider Fille. Was nitbt das aber, wenn dicfer Same nicht 
gefat wird? Jn einer Pyramide tourden lebendige Gamenfirner ge- 
funden, Taujende von Yabhren alt, die nie Frucht gebracht Hatten, iweil 
fie nie auSgefat worden waren. Wie die Erde feine Frucht hervorbringt, 
two fein Game ijt, fo bleibt auch der Game fruchtlo3, wenn er nicht in 
Die Erde gefat wird, Mim. 10,14. Gott hat uns zu feinen Saeleuten 
beftimmt, Matth.28,19.20. Wabhrend natiirlider Game nur einmal 
gejat wird, foll der Game de3 Evangeliums immer twieder in die Hergen 
Der Menjchen gejat werden. Gelegenheit dazu ijt reichlich vorhanden: 
Eltern im Haufe, Lehrer in der Schule, Paftoren im Gottesdienjt, im 
Konfirmandenunterrict, in der Seelforge, jeder Chrift im Umgang mit 
Vefannten und Vertvandten, Chrijten und Unchrijten, 2 Tim. 4,2; Lut. 
12,42; 5 Moj.6,6—9. Go hat fich das Reich Gottes, fo foll e3 fid 
haben. Wir follen das Wort Gottes ausfaen. 


2 


B. 27.28. Wabhrend wir beim Saen Gottes Mitarbeiter find, ift 
der Erfolg nicht bon unferm Tun abhangig, fondern Gott allein fchentt 
Wadhstum und Gedeihen. So ift es beim Saen deS natiirliden Samens. 
Daher forgt fic) auch der Landmann nidt dariiber, fondern fchlaft und 
geht anbderer Arbeit nach. Dennoch wachft die Saat von felbft durd 
Gotte3 Wundermadt. De} Landmanns Gorgen twiirde auch nidt 
einen Salm herborbringen oder fein Wadhstum befdleunigen. Das 
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gilt auc) bon dem geijtliden Saen. Wir haben Samen, der gittlide 
Rebensfraft in fic tragt, Joh. 6,63; Hebr. 4,12, der ohne unfer Zutun 
geijtliches Leben herborruft. Wir taufen ein Kind. ,,Das Wort Gottes, 
fo mit und bet dem Wafer ijt”, macht eS gu einem Wafer des Lebens, 
Lit. 3,5, ohne da twir wiffen, wie das gugeht, Yoh. 3,9. Go entiteht 
und twachjt das geijtlicje Leben, erft das Gras, dann die Whren ufiw. 
Langfam und allmablicgh fprogBt und wadjt das Wort in den Hergen 
unferer Kinder im Heim, in der Schule, im Unterricht, in denen der 
Ertwwachfenen im Gottesdienft, in der Geelforge uf. Go nimmt die 
Gemeinde zu und wadft im Glauben, in der Liebe, in der Erfenntni3, 
Eph. 4,12—16. Wie follten wir uns freuen itber jede3 Wachstum, auch 
wenn e3 nicht jo fchnell geht, wie mir mitnfden! Lernen wir jeden, 
aud) den geringjten, Erfolg der Gnade Gottes gujdreiben. Das wird 
Vergagtheit vertreiben. Und Hiiten tir uns, da3 junge Griin in den 
Boden gu jtampfen, zu hadern und gu fdhimpfen, blok teil der ausgefate 
Game morgen nod) nicht Frucht tragt. BEfu Veifpiel, Matth. 19, 28; 
uf. 22, 28—30. Wie freut fid) Paulus immer wieder iiber jedes 
Wachstum! 
3 

B.29. Auch tir follen ernten gu Gottes Beit. Das Kind, das 
bald nach der Taufe jtirbt, hat Frucht gebradht, wie fie ein fleines Gras- 
fein bringen fann. G8 hat die Herzen der Eltern erfreut, mit Dank 
erfiillt. Geine Rranfheit hat fie ins Gebet getrieben, fein Tod fie an-z 
gebalten, ihre Herzen nach oben gu fcjiden, Rol. 3,2; vgl. Pj. 8,3. 
Welch herrlice Crnte unferer Ausfaat! Go fammeln Eltern, Lehrer, 
Pajtoren, alle Chrijten reide Ernten ein, die Gott ihnen als Lohn 
ifrer treuen UWrbeit jchenft. Nicht immer fieht der Samann die bolle 
Srudt. Mander Vater, mande Mutter, mander Paftor, mancer 
Chrijt ijt dDahingeftorben, ohne den ertwiinfdten Erfolg zu erleben. Uber 
fie alle werden droben ernten, twas fie hier gefat haben, Pj. 126, 5. 6. 
Hier gilt eben Yoh. 4, 36—38. 

Darum fich nicht erheben, aber auch nidt mifmutig twerden, fon- 
dern in aller Geduld den Samen weiter ausftreuen und Gott bitten, dah 
er ihn twadhjen und gedeihen lajfe, reide Ernten befdere. TH. Latf ag 


Bweiter Sonntag nach Trinitatis 


Matth. 9, 9I—13 


Die Wunder FEju beweifen, dak er Macht hat, Siinde gu vergeben, 
B.1—8. Das Volf aber fiirchtete fic) (CSiindenerfernntnis — Glaube) 
und prieS Gott, der in BEfu den Menfden eine Giinden vergebende 
Macht verliehen hat. YEfus vergibt Siinde durd) Menfdjen, aber e3 ijt 
feine Vergebung, Vuf.10,16. Go heilt er die Siinder. 
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JEfus der barmberzige Heiland aller buffertigen Sider 
1. Gr vergibt ifnen ifre Gitnden 
2. Er gewinnt ifr Hers 


1 


BV. 9. Warum hat SECjus den als Zollner beriidhtigten Matthaus zu 
feinem Wpojtel berufen? Nicht meil diefer Geld hatte, fondern tweil er 
ein bupfertiger Giinder twar, BV. 12.14; Bj.51,19. Yndem er ihn auf- 
forderte ,,olge mir nad!” jprach er ihm gugleich die Whfolution. 

Auch die andern armen Giinder und Zollner in KRapernaum und 
Umgegend hat SEjus abjolviert. Durch die VBerufung de3 Matthaus hat 
er ihnen eine ebangelifde Tatpredigt gehalten, ihnen ein Grempel feiner 
Gnade und Varmberzigfeit gegeben, 1 Tim. 1,16. Gie haben daraus 
den rechten Schluk gezogen, VB. 10. 

SEfus hatte den armen Giindern feine Gnade getwwahrt. Die Rha- 
rifaer wollten ihnen den Trojt diefer Gnade aus dem Herzen fteblen, 
B.11. Cin niederfchmetternde3s Wort fiir die zarten Getwiffen. Wller 
Mut wollte ihnen entfallen, alle GlaubenSfreude erfterben. 

Wher: BV.12.13. FEjus leuchtet den faljchen Heiligen heim. Cr 
riigt die Selbjtgeredhtigfeit, todurd) fie fich jelber von feiner Rur aus- 
fdlofjien, die Unbarmberzigfeit, die ihren Cigenruhm Liigen jtrafte. 
SEjus befchiikt die armen Giinder im BVefib feiner Gnade. 


Welch ein Troft fiir alle armen Giinder! Gie find niedergejdlagen, 
fchiweben wohl gar am Rand der Vergtweiflung, find todfranf; aber 
SEjus rettet fie, ridjtet fie auf, macht fie gejund, indem er ihnen ifre 
GSiinden vergibt. Vgl. gefunde Lehre, 1 Tim. 6, 3; 2 Tim. 1,13; gefund 
im Glauben, Tit. 1,13; 2,2; 2 Yoh. 2; Pj. 51,10. Lied 5, 2. 


2 

Sine gefabrlide Lehre? Das fagen die Feinde des Evangeliums. 
Tatjfadhlid ijt die Gnade FEju eine Gottesfraft zur Heiligung, gewinnt 
Die Hergen der buffertigen Siinder. 

Der betriibte Matthaus freut fich, dak Gottes Sohn ifn gu fic ruft. 
Er ijt fo dDanfbar, dag er fofort aufftehen, fein eintraglides Geldgejdhaft 
berlajfen und BEfu nadfolgen fann. 

gerner Niffionsfinn. Er fucht die gufammengubringen, die gu- 
fammengebiren, den Heiland und die geangfteten Giinder. Gaftmabl, 
%.10. Cine wirkfame Miffionsmethode. Wiele famen. Was gog fie 
Dorthin? ,,Das lebendige Brot, bom Himmel fommen.” YEfus, der 
Giinden vergibt, war der Magnet. 

Die armen GSiinder, die die Gnade YEfu fucjen und fhaben, haben 
ein Serg fiir Miffion, befennen den Heiland, unterjtiiben das Werk der 
Gemeinde und der Shnode, laffen e8 fich ebenfo wie Matthaus gern 
ettoas fojten, geben froblich, reichlid. 
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SEfus ijt e3, der auch heute die betriibten Siinder in die Kirde 
gieht, gum Tijd des HErrn, zu Wort und Saframent. Wo der barm- 
hergzige Heiland der Siinder gepredigt wird, da fommen wohl nicht die 
Gatten, aber die Gnadenhungrigen. GSelbjt cin armlider Raum wird 
ibnen zum Heiligtum, die {ehlichtejte Kirche zur Kathedrale, ja zur Pforte 
des Himmels. Die Whjolution twirkt den Glauben; der Glaube wirft die 
Liebe, richtet das Gefeb auf. 

Hingegen die Werkheiligen tun eitel ,tote’ Werke, Hebr. 9, 14. 
Gie wollen den armen Giindern nicht geholfen, fondern fie ganglich ver- 
ftoken fehen. Seine Liebe, feine Barmbergigfeit, feine Kenntnis der 
Unfangsgriinde de3 Gejebes. Warum fagt FEjus ibnen dies? Nicht 
weil er fie hagt, fondern ,,Siinder”, ,Rranfe“, aus ihnen macjen will, 
um fie Dann mit feiner redhten WUrgnei, Dem Cvangelium, gefund Zu 
madden. 

Erfenne jeder fein Sitndenelend, aber auch den HErrn, den Argt, 
und fprede: ,Gott Lob, auch mid) nimmt BEfus an!“ ied 242, 11. 


Kaul G. VSirfimann 


Dritter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 5, 1—6 

Wer wie Luther und unfere Rirde die goldene Schriftlehre von 
der Rechtfertiqung de3 SiinderS aus Gnaden, um Chrifti willen, fiihrt, 
wird bon den faljden Kirchen und den Weltfindern L[ofer Morallehre 
befduldigt. Das ift eine falfde Anflage. Nicht nur lehren wir gute 
Werfe, jondern twir treiben diefe Lehre fdriftgemag. Die Heiliqung 
darf feine Heuchelet fein, fondern mu aus einem Herzen fommen, da3 
an SGfum als den Heiland glaubt. Gott fieht das Hers, die Gefin- 
mung, an. 

Die tiglidhe Heiliguung 


1. Gie ift Erneurung de3 SGinnes 
2. Gie Hat die Herrlidjten Verheifungen 


1 


Geijtlide Armut, Trauer itber die eigene Siindhaftigfeit, Ganft- 
mut, Ounger und Durft nach Geredhtigfeit, das find Regungen und 
Empfindungen de3 Hergens und Hharafterifieren den Sinn de3 Befehrten. 
(Ghn.-Kat., Fr. 179.) Geiftlicde AUrmut: Das bittere Gefiihl des felbft- 
berfduldeten Mangels an geiftlicen und himmlifden Giitern ecinfdliepz 
Yich der Sehnjucht nach Vefriedigung de3 Vediirfnifjes in FEfu allein. 
Diefe fehlte in dem Offenb. 3,17 angefiihrten Fall und tritt leudhtend 
herbor Pj. 73, 25. 26; 119, 20.123. Je naber man Chrifto fteht, defto 
mehr fiiblt man diefe Armut, und defto mehr verlangt man nach feinem 
Reicdhtum. Der Zoillner im Tempel war geiftliG arm. Wift du? — 
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Trauer: Die Niedergejdlagenbeit, die Gott gefallt, B. 44; 2 Kor. 7, 10; 
Pred. 7,4, die auf die Erfenntnis der Siinde folgt und in folder Er- 
fenntnis alle Leiden mit der Giinde verbindet und dagegen Troft bei 
YEfu fucht, wie auch die Traurigfeit in allem Leid, das der Teufel und 
die Welt den Nachfolgern Chrijti antut. Beifpiele: Petrus, David, der 
Zollner in ihrer Buge; Pj.126. Bijt du fo traurig? — CSanftmut: 
Von Natur find wir jtorrig, unbandig, wild; die neue Kreatur aber ijt 
gelinde, beugjam, Matth. 11, 29, und iibt diefe Cigenfdhaft an den Mit- 
menfden, Rol.3,12.13; Tit.3,2; Frucht de3 Geijtes, Gal. 5, 22. 
Abraham war fanftmiitig, Gen. 13,8. Bijt du? — Hunger und Durjt: 
Beruht darauf, dak der Glaube, um bejtehen gu finnen, taglich geijtlide 
Nahrung und Tranf fordert. Diefer feblte bei den Yuden gu mos’ 
Beit, Amos 8, 11, und bei den Pharifaern, BV. 20. Ex febliebt in fich die 
Erfenntnis der eigenen Ungerechtigfcit bor Gott und Menjcen. Paulus, 
Phil. 3,9; der Pjalmijt, Pj. 42,3; David, Pj. 63, 2.3; die Yiinger im 
Tert. Hajt du einen folden Hunger und Durjt? Die tagliche Heiligung 
bejteht ecinerfeits in der Entjagung alles findlicden Wejens, anderer- 
feit3 in der bung in der gottgefalligen Gefinnung de$ Herzen, der dann 
Die Werke folgen, Rim. 12, 2. 

Gie ijt notig. DYEfus offenbart fie hier als den Willen Gottes. 
Val. 1 Thelj. 4,3; 1 Petr. 1,14.15. Sie ijt fon in beiden Tafeln des 
Gejebes vorgejdriecben. Wer eine andere HergenSgefinnung hat als die, 
welche SCjus hier lehrt, der ijt fein Chrift und vberfdhergt feine Seligfeit. 
Aber JEfus giwingt nicht zur Heiligung wie das Gejeb, fondern Lodt und 
reigt mit gottliden Verheifungen. Dhre Quelle ift ecingig und allein 
BEfus und fein Evangelium, B. 2.17. 20.33; Gal.3. Wir find Gott 
angenehm nur in dem Geliebten. Das Gefeb leiftet hierbet dem Cvan- 
gelium Dienjt. Wo feine Erfenntni3 der Giinde, da fein Glaube an 
Chrijtum und da feine Heiligung, fondern nur Werkheiligfeit. ,,Damit 
ware Die Quelle der Heiligung und der guten Werke verftopft.” (Pieper, 
Dgm. III, 20. F.C.; Triglotta, S. 964, §11; 966, § 20.) 


2 

Das Himmelreids wird den geijftlic) Armen gugefproden. GSiehe 
aud) B.20. Yhnen wird Chre darin verheigen, BV.19. Der unfchab- 
bare geiftlide Reidjtum: die Giiter des Heils im Gnadenreid und die 
Vollfommenbheit im Ehrenreich. Die Armen find reich, jebt fdon im 
pollen BVefik und fommen dort tn den vollen Genuf des Himmel reids. 
BVeifpiele: die grofe Giinderin; Cornelius. Den Traurigen wird Troft 
gefpendet bier und dort, Sef. 38,17; 2Ror.1,3—5; Offend. 7, 17. 
Denft an den armen Lagarus. Der Vefik de3 Erdreichs ift den Sanft- 
miitigen berbeigen, ®f.37,11; 119,165. Die Ganftmut der Chrijten 
bermag in diefer Welt mehr als das gornige Treiben der Weltfinder. 
Gott gibt den Sanftmiitigen ihr befdeiden Teil hier auf Erden und im 
Lande der Lebendigen ihr Erbteil, Pf. 142, 6. GSiehe die Rirden- 
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gefchicdte bon der Apojtel Beit an. YCfus enttwirft mit feiner Ver- 
heihung fein Traumbild des Chiliasmus. Sattheit im guten Ginn, 
hier: Sef.55,1; DMtatth. 11,28; Ber. 31,25; dort: Offenb. 7,16. 17a. 
Schon in diefem Leben twerden der Heiligen Vediirfnijfe befriedigt mer- 
den, und jenfeitS werden die Crneuerten die reicdhjte Stillung erhalten. 
Giehe die Sachjen, Bayern und Wenden bor hundert Jahren. 

Diefe Segnungen werden den Glaubigen guteil. BEjus gratuliert 
ijnen gleidjam, wie Pj. 1 (,,Wohl dem!“) und Pj. 119 (,, Wohl 
denen!“). Welch glitckliche Menfdjen fie find, die Gefegneten de3 Vaters! 
Xhnen ijt wohl nach Leib und Seele, in Beit und Cwigfeit. Lied 324, 4b. 
Die Weltfinder haben feinen Teil an diefer Gliidfjeligfcit, und die Werk= 
heiligen fonnen im Lichte diefer Lehre Chrijti nicht bejtehen, obmobhl fie 
gerade diefeS Wort Chrifti fo ftarf betonen. Der natiirliche Menjch fucht 
eben fein bermeintlicghes Gliic im irdifchen Wobhlfein, Pj. 73, verjchonert 
die Siinde, befonders die Heuchelei, fHheut aus Selbjtjucht die geijtliche 
A%rmut, Trauer, Sanftmut, Hunger und Ourft nach der Gerechtigfeit 
und verfdergt aljfo fein Gliic in diefem und feine Seligfeit in jenem 
Leben. Dagegen: 1 Tim. 4,8. Und JEfus zeigt im Text, dak e3 ein 
feliger Getvinn ijt, ein wahrer Chrijt gu fein. 

SGhlup. Die Heiligung ijt in diefem Leben unvollfommen, aber 
fie ijt Dennodh Geiliqung. Der Chrift mu jtet3 darin twachjen, darin 
immer bolliger werden, 1 Thelj. 4,1; 5,23; 2 Ror. 7,1, und die Selig- 
preifungen der Bergpredigt Chrijti intwendig und ausivendig lernen, 
twiffen und iiben. G6. §. Smufal 
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fiber da8 iibereinfommen gwifden den A.L.C.- und U. L. C.-Rom- 
miffionen jchreibt die ,Kirdhl. Beitichrift” (Wprilheft): Unter der Fiihrung 
von D. Snubel, der in all den Verhandlungen der Wortfiihrer eines fonferva- 
tiven Luthertums getwefen twar, befannte fich die Nommifjion der Ver. Luth. 
Kirche gur uneingefdhranfien JrrtumSlojigfeit der Schrift. Die Vorlage 
unfjerer Ronunijfion hatte in begug auf diejen Punft gelautet: Die Sdhrift 
ijt ‘one organic whole without contradiction and error (John 10:35),’ die 
Der Ver. Luth. Kirche: Die Schrift ijt ‘a complete, perfect, unbreakable 
whole, of which Christ is the center (John 10:35).’ Davon lieB die Rom- 
mijfion ‘perfect’ fallen und erjegte e3 durch ‘errorless.’ Damit fonnte fid 
Die Nonmmifjion der A. L.-Kirche gufrieden geben, denn ‘errorless’ var eine 
twdrtliche Wiedergabe de3 ‘without error’ und das ‘unbreakable’ decfte fid 
fachlich mit ‘without contradiction,’ tvie dieje Gleichung oder Ydentitat aud 
ausdriidlic) ausgefprocen tourde. .. . 

»Diefe Exrflarung in begug auf die Schrift geht in gwei Puntften iiber 
die Valtimorer Declaration vom Oftober 1938 hinaus, indem fie 1. die recht 
berjtandene (nicht mechanijcde) Verbalinjpiration ausdriiclich ausjpricht und 
indem jie 2. Die JrrtumSlofigfeit der Schrift nicht mehr cinengt auf die Xb- 
fchnitte, Die jich auf daS Heil begichen. Diejer Unterjehied und Fortjchritt 
tourde auch ausdriidlich gugegeben. GS bleibt nun abguiwarten, welche Stel- 
lung die beiden Sirchenforper zu diefen bon den Nommifjionen angenom- 
menen Gagen einnehmen tverden und ob die Sabe, wenn angenonmen, aud 
im Leben der Kirche durchgefiihrt werden; denn woh! ift eS ein Grofke3, eine 
Wahrheit zu erfennen und anguerfennen; jchtwerer aber ijt e3, aber dod 
auch notivendig, im firchlichen Handeln mit ihr ernjt gu machen. Ohne Lehr- 
Disgiplin fann feine Kirche auf die Dauer gefund bleiben. Wir befehlen die 
gange Weiterentiviclung der Gnade und Wahrheit Gottes. — MI. KR.“ A. 

An Expression of the “Lutheran Companion” on the Question of 
Lutheran Union. — In an editorial appearing in the Lutheran Companion 
(Augustana Synod) of March 30 we read as follows: “The editor of 
the Christian Century, in commenting on the recent moves toward unity 
among Lutherans of America, makes some curious observations. He says: 
‘While these and all other approaches to unity are hailed with satis- 
faction by friendly observers in all denominations, the fact cannot be 
overlooked that, in building a solid theological platform for their own 
unity, and especially one of the extremely conservative character 
indicated by this recently adopted verbal-inspiration plank, the Lutherans 
are rendering more remote their union with non-Lutheran bodies and 
are imposing difficulties in the way even of cooperation with them,’ 

“The allusion to a ‘verbal-inspiration plank’ is a reference to the 
recent agreement between commissions of the American Lutheran Church 
and the United Lutheran Church in America on the subject of the 
inspiration of the Scriptures. The formula adopted reads: ‘By virtue 
of a unique operation of the Holy Spirit, by which he supplied to the 
holy writers content and fitting word, the books of the Bible are related 
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to one another and, taken together, constitute a complete, errorless, 
unbreakable whole, of which Christ is the center.’ 

“In regard to the comments of the editor of the Christian Century 
it might be observed, first of all, that, although many Lutherans in 
America would gladly cooperate with non-Lutheran bodies in efforts 
where they believe the kingdom of God can be advanced, there are 
no Lutheran groups, so far as we know, that are even contemplating 
‘union with non-Lutheran bodies. Furthermore, if the building of 
‘a solid theological platform’ of a ‘conservative character’ is to be 
regarded as an obstacle in the way of unity between the various 
branches of the Christian Church, it may as well be stated right now 
that the fears of the Christian Century editor that unity between 
Lutherans and other Protestants is unlikely are well founded. A ‘unity’ 
in which revealed truth is to be sacrificed for the sake of external 
agreement is no unity at all and is indeed a remote prospect so far 
as Lutherans are concerned. It is the more to be regretted that there 
are some leaders in the Protestant Church who seem to feel that it 
is no great concern what the Word of God has to say in regard to our 
Christian faith. Herein, in the final analysis, may be found the real 
reason for our sad disunity. 

“So far as unity among Lutherans is concerned, it is just because 
of doctrinal agreement that final union may be regarded as virtually 
inevitable. And we may truly rejoice over this. When the day comes, 
by God’s own gracious direction, that the Lutheran Church in America 
shall become one, it is of supreme importance that the external union 
be founded on inner unity, in order that the Church of the open Bible 
may bear mighty witness to all the world of the spirtual truth which 
has been committed to her and which she believes and confesses. 

“We believe that this inner unity among Lutheran church-bodies 
in America already exists. It oniy remains to have it revealed. How 
is this to be done? 

“We are not altogether sure that the ‘technique,’ or procedure, now 
being pursued in order to demonstrate the existence of spiritual unity 
in the Lutheran Church is the correct one. It suggests from the outset 
that some Lutheran bodies are suspicious of the ‘orthodoxy’ of other 
groups. It even affords opportunity for one or more groups to assume 
the arbitrary position of being the final judges of what constitutes real 
Lutheranism. 

“To permit the Lutheran unity movement to gravitate into a dis- 
cussion of a few specific doctrines of the Church also has its dangers. 
It opens the door for the introduction of new issues, as has already 
happened during the negotiations between two groups. All this merely 
impedes the progress toward the desired goal, since the number of 
doctrinal questions that might be raised is almost interminable. It also 
may result in making Lutheran unity contingent upon the acceptance 
of definite, individualistic interpretations of certan doctrines in which 
the Church has not made a final pronouncement or has permitted con- 
siderable latitude of opinion. Unless it is the purpose of American 
Lutheranism to rewrite the Book of Concord, the wisdom and value of 
such procedure may indeed be questioned. 
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“How, then, shall we proceed? It is obvious that the purposes 
of unity among American Lutherans can be promoted most logically on 
the basis of the official doctrinal declarations of the various groups. Each 
church-body has incorporated its doctrinal standards in its constitution; 
it has written the same standards into the constitution which it has 
given to its congregations, and it requires the candidates whom it ordains 
to the ministry to subscribe to these doctrinal statements. 

“If we are satisfied that adherence to the historic confessional 
symbols of the Lutheran Church is sufficient to entitle a group to be 
called ‘Lutheran,’ why should it be necessary to proceed any farther 
than to determine whether or not that group has officially adopted 
these symbols? 

“Never has the time seemed more propitious for the Lutherans 
of America to get together on a basis of mutual understanding than it 
is right now. It would be more than tragic if doors that are now open 
should be closed again through unfortunate and unnecessary quibbling. 
In the words of a noted Lutheran divine, ‘God have mercy on the 
Lutheran Church of America, lest she miss the day of her destiny!’” 

There are good and heartening things said in this editorial. Besides, 
there is submitted here the editorial expression of the Christian Century 
on the subject of Lutheran union, which we should like to bring to 
the attention of our readers. In surveying, however, the views of the 
Lutheran Companion on the establishment of union between Lutherans, 
we fail to see how thorough doctrinal discussion among Lutheran 
bodies, culminating in joint statements concerning controverted points, 
can afford “an opportunity for one or more groups to assume the 
arbitrary position of being the final judges of what constitutes real 
Lutheranism.” Every group, in the last analysis, will have to pass 
judgment as to the Lutheranism of the body with which it proposes 
or is asked to unite. It will have to decide whether this Lutheranism 
is sufficient for union or not. If a Lutheran church-body votes for 
union with another Lutheran body solely because of the latter’s formal 
acceptance of the Lutheran Confessions, it makes the establishment of 
church-fellowship a rather mechanical matter, but it nevertheless con- 
stitutes itself a judge of what must be regarded as Lutheranism. 
Presumably it would vote against union with a body which has the 
Lutheran name, but does not avow allegiance to the Lutheran Confessions. 

That in discussions intended to bring about unity new issues will 
arise is inevitable if one of the negotiating parties deviates from the 
Confessions while the other does not. In such cases, it is not only 
profitable but absolutely necessary that the point of difference be care- 
fully examined and that the error which is sponsored by one group 
be recognized as what it is. That is not “an impeding of progress” but 
a direct contribution to advancing the cause of true unity. Furthermore, 
the fact that the Church has not “made a final pronouncement” on 
certain points of doctrine cannot enter into these discussions as a deciding 
factor. What must be considered in every case is whether the respective 
teaching, be it old or new, is Scriptural or not. 

It may be that “never has the time seemed more propitious for 
the Lutherans of America to get together on a basis of mutual under- 
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standing than it is right now.” But let us not forget that, if this basis 
of mutual understanding should rest on indifference rather than on 
unity in doctrine, the resulting fellowship would do far more harm 
than good and would provoke our God to pronounce on the negotiating 
parties the verdict uttered against the church at Laodicea, Rev. 3:15f. 


A. 

The Freedom of the Will.— The Lutheran Church Quarterly, theo- 
logical organ of the U.L.C. A., in its January issue offers among a number 
of other readable articles also one on the “Freedom of the Will,” written 
by W.C. Waltemyer, professor of the English Bible in Gettysburg Col- 
lege and Holman lecturer on the Augsburg Confession in 1938. We con- 
gratulate the Quarterly on its discussion of the subject from the view- 
point of our Confessions. If there is anything (outside the Bible) at this 
time, when the Lutheran synods in our country are talking church union, 
that deserves thorough discussion, it is the corpus doctrinae contained in 
our venerable Concordia. If the Lutheran synods could be persuaded to 
accept this corpus doctrinae in one and the same sense, no further brief 
or long statements would be required to effect a sound and solid union. 
The question only is whether we really understand our Confessions in 
eadem sententia. There is a tendency today to recast the ancient formulas 
of our Christian faith in new molds, taken over from modern psychology 
and philosophy. There may be some advantage in this use of a new 
theological terminology; for since theological parlance is predominantly 
man-made, there is per se no reason why it should not be modern, just 
as our church architecture today is modern and our garments are 
modern. Still, whenever we employ new expressions, we are apt to be 
misunderstood, and besides, the new terms are commonly unintelligible 
to our laity, most of whom are not psychologically or philosophically 
trained. Dr. Waltemyer employs Article XVIII of the A. C. very in- 
geniously against modern opponents and perverters of the ancient cat- 
egories of human freedom. In the incandescent light of Art. XVIII of 
the A.C. he views and condemns behaviorism, humanism and theistic 
naturalism as superficial and inadequate, and shows that Article XVIII 
of the A.C. still supplies us with a safe and workable canon for our 
theological thinking and action. He broadly divides the contents of Ar- 
ticle XVIII of the A.C. into three parts: 1. Our fathers believed in the 
fact of free will. “Man’s will hath some liberty” (libertas minor). 
2. They declared there were definite limitations in the exercise of man’s 
freedom. “It hath no power to work the righteousness of God, or a spir- 
itual righteousness.” 3. For the highest spiritual endeavor they felt the 
inadequacy of any dynamic other than that which is of God. “This spir- 
itual righteousness is wrought in the heart when men do receive the 
Spirit of God through the Word.” God alone enables one to possess 
libertas maior. God gives us this highest kind of freedom. So far so 
good. But'the article contains a number of explanatory statements which 
we fail to understand, as, for example: “It is with difficulty (if at all 
possible) that one realizes the libertas maior, that freedom which is our 
final liberty in truth and goodness.” What do these words mean? If 
they refer to the libertas spiritualis, by which a person truly repents of 
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his sin and believes in Christ as his Savior, then that liberty is utterly 
impossible to natural man. Again, we read: “God gives us this highest 
kind of freedom,” i.e., the libertas maior. That of course is true; but 
God gives us also every kind of freedom, for He has created us free and 
responsible beings. The statement needs additional qualification. More- 
over, we read: “Conflict in thought is to be preferred to self-satisfied 
assurance or indifference.” We ask: Is that true? Self-satisfied assur- 
ance or indifference is, of course, a most vicious evil, but is spiritual con- 
flict in thought anything good per se? Luther certainly did not find it 
so in his pre-Gospel days. Furthermore, the writer, quoting an author- 
ity, says: “There is nothing so dead as an accepted creed.” Again, we 
ask: Is that true? The Apostles’ Creed is to us personally a most vital, 
living, effective thing, which moves us, thrills us, energizes us, whenever 
we pray it, although it has been accepted centuries ago as a declaration 
of divine truth. And that is true of all our confessions, especially the 
A.C. Or, again, quoting another person, he declares: “A philosophy that 
is done, is a philosophy that is done for.” That may be true of a phi- 
losophy, but it is not true of our Christian faith. Our A.C., for instance, 
is not “done for” just because it is “done.” We do not write all this in 
the spirit of carping criticism but rather by way of appending a few notes 
of inquiry to what we have read. Perhaps the following may help to 
clarify the issue. Our confessions (taken together) concede to natural 
man freedom 1. in all matters of this earthly life; 2. in the matter of 
iustitia civilis; and 3. in the sense that in these matters man is a free 
agent, and therefore not under coercion. But they deny to him any and 
all freedom in spiritual matters, so that he cannot of his own power 
truly repent of his sins and truly believe in Christ Jesus as his Lord 
and Savior. If we adhere to these simple Scriptural statements, we shall 
not only understand one another but also explain more adequately the 
true facts of human psychology against all anti-Biblical trends, such as 
behaviorism and humanism, which the learned author rightly rejects 
both as opposing reason and divine revelation. It is certainly well for 
all Lutherans to meet on the common ground of our glorious Confessions 
and thus to be “perfectly joined in the same mind and in the same judg- 
ment,” 1 Cor. 1:10. J.T. M. 


“Scripture Contains the Word of God.” — The January number of the 
C.T. M. (p. 69), discussing the proposed union of the Presbyterian and 
the Protestant Episcopal churches, said: “Paragraph 1 of the Proposed 
Statement on Reunion states: ‘The conferring churches find themselves 
agreed in their acceptance of the Old and New Testaments as containing 
the Word of God and furnishing the supreme standard of faith and 
morals.’ The commissioners felt that the statement of the [original] Reso- 
lution [“The two churches, . . . recognizing the Holy Scriptures as the 
supreme rule of faith, . . . hereby formally declare their purpose to 
achieve organic unity between the respective churches”] needed to be 
amplified. But saying that the Scriptures ‘contain the Word of God’ does 
not help matters. The conservative Presbyterians will not stand on such 
a platform. And there will be so many liberals rushing to stand on such 
a platform that it will break.” The Presbyterian Guardian, in the Feb- 
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ruary number, thus voices the refusal of the conservative Presbyterians 
to stand on such a platform: “In declaring that the churches ‘find them- 
selves agreed in their acceptance of the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments as containing the Word of God and furnishing the supreme 
standard of faith and morals,’ the Proposed Statements on Reunion might 
appear to give the impression that the authority of the Scriptures is 
maintained in accordance with the historic Reformed position. But that 
is far from being the case. This is an essentially different doctrine from 
that of the Westminster Confession of Faith, which affirms that Holy 
Scripture ‘is the Word of God.’ This statement demands much less than 
does the formula of subscription for the ministers of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S. A., for the latter requires recognition of the Scriptures 
as ‘the Word of God, the only infallible rule of faith and practise.’ . 

By the most solemn vows Presbyterian ministers affirm their acceptance 
of the Scriptures as the Word of God, receive and adopt the Confession of 
Faith as containing the system of doctrine taught in the Holy Scrip- 
tures, and approve of the government of the Church, even as our Presi- 
dent and other public officers swear to uphold the Constitution. But 
now, by the steps that have been taken towards union, the representatives 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. seem clearly to imply that 
these vows are not to be taken seriously, that the Church is to lower its 
flag of testimony to the Scriptures as the Word of God, abandon its con- 
stitution. ... If the truth is that the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
has lost its faith in the Bible as the Word of God and no longer wishes 
to uphold its constitution, as many of its actions in recent years bear 
out, the frank and candid action would be to seek constitutional changes 
after open admission of its rejection of the old standards.” E. 


An Appraisal of the Missouri Synod’s Action Pertaining to the 
Approach between the American Lutheran Church and the Missouri 
Synod. —In the Australasian Theological Review for October-December, 
1938 (Vol. IX, No. 4), we find a long article in which Prof. H. Hamann, 
member of the faculty of the school of our brethren in Adelaide (Unley), 
South Australia, discusses the chief facts pertaining to the efforts looking 
to the establishment of church-fellowship between the American Lu- 
theran Church and the Missouri Synod. The article, having the caption 
“A Step Toward Lutheran Union in America,” is intensely interesting, 
and we should like to reprint it in its entirety, but on account of its 
length we have to restrict ourselves to the reproduction of a few para- 
graphs. Special importance, we think, attaches to what Professor Hamann 
says on the action of our Synod pertaining to the points in which, accord- 
ing to the Declaration of the A.L.C. representatives, some members of 
the latter church-body do not fully agree with Missouri Synod teaching. 
We quote: 


“An examination of the reservations, if we may use this term, which 
the Declaration makes with respect to certain doctrines, reveals nothing 
that need arouse apprehension as to a successful continuation of the 
doctrinal discussions. Thus the Declaration holds that it is not false 
teaching to speak of a visible side of the Church when speaking of its 
essence, provided that by this term nothing else is meant than the means 
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of grace. Now, while the means of grace (the Word of God and the 
Sacraments) are indeed necessarily connected with the Church, they are 
properly defined as its marks (notae ecclesiae), not as its essence. How- 
ever, it must be conceded that, if no other elements enter in, any ob- 
jection raised against the statement of the Declaration must enter the plea 
of inexact definition and not that of false doctrine.—As regards the 
teaching of the Antichrist, it is gratifying indeed to know that the 
Declaration accepts without qualification the teachings of the Lutheran 
Confessions ‘that the Pope is the very Antichrist,’ though the question 
whether there will be in the future ‘a specific unfolding and personal 
concentration of the antichristian powers present and thus a still more 
comprehensive fulfilment of 2 Thess. 2,’ is left to God. We feel that this 
vague reference to the future would profitably have been omitted; on 
the other hand, we find a certain reassuring significance in the initial 
capital letter of the word ‘Antichrist’ and in the absence of such a mark 
of distinction when the ‘antichristian powers’ are mentioned. — Finally, 
in the field of eschatology the Declaration, after demolishing in three 
terse and telling sentences the picture of the last times as usually painted 
by Chiliasts, asks freedom of teaching for three points, which are held 
by some though not expressly taught by the American Lutheran Church. 
They are: the hope of a general conversion of the Jews (chiefly on the 
basis of Rom. 11:25, 26); the possibility that there may be a physical 
resurrection of the martyrs before the Last Day, on the strength of Rev. 
20:4; and the point that, in the words of Dr. Walther, it is not possible 
to say with absolute certainty either that the thousand years (Rev. 20) 
have ‘been fulfilled or that they still lie in the future.’ We wonder a little 
why these matters should be insisted on when all millennial implications 
and associations are so emphatically repudiated. Perhaps some allow- 
ance must be made for exegetical judgments that have become habitual. 
We venture to think that, in the absence of a chiliastic background to 
which these details can serve as embellishments, insistence upon them 
will be neither general nor long-continued. They will probably die of 
inanition. 

“With respect to all the doctrinal matters mentioned in the previous 
paragraph, the Declaration states, appealing in most instances to pro- 
nouncements made by writers within the Missouri Synod, that the views 
put forward need not be disruptive of church-fellowship. Committee 
No. 16 endorsed this opinion, and the convention did the same by unani- 
mously adopting the report of this committee, after the matter had been 
discussed in four sessions. 

“How carefully and conscientiously the Missouri Synod moved in this 
entire matter may be seen from a number of other resolutions, all of 
which are contained in the report of Committee No.16 and all of which 
hence secured synodical approval by the adoption of that report. Thus 
the Com.nittee on Lutheran Union was instructed to endeavor to establish 
full agreement on the ‘points of non-fundamental doctrines’ mentioned 
in the Declaration and to work for ‘uniform and Scripturally acceptable 
terminology and teaching’ in regard to the ‘visible side of the Church.’ 
Again, it was pointed out that for true unity agreement in practise was 
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needed as well as doctrinal agreement, particular mention being made 
of ‘the attitude toward the antichristian lodge, anti-Scriptural pulpit- 
and altar-fellowship, and all other forms of unionism.’ Finally, the reso- 
lutions state that the establishment of church-fellowship between the 
American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod will depend on the 
approval on the part of the other synods with which the bodies named 
are now in fellowship, of the action so far taken. [The respective para- 
graphs read: “The establishing of church-fellowship between the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod will depend also on the 
establishing on the part of the American Lutheran Church of doctrinal 
agreement with those church-bodies with which the American Lutheran 
Church is in fellowship. As far as the Missouri Synod is concerned, this 
whole matter must be submitted for approval to the other synods con- 
stituting the Synodical Conference.” Ep.] Yet it may be argued that the 
Missouri Synod envisaged at least the possibility that this happy con- 
summation may be reached before its next regular convention; for an- 
other resolution reads: ‘If by the grace of God fellowship can be estab- 
lished, this fact is to be announced officially by the President of Synod. 
Until then no action is to be taken by any of our pastors or congregations 
which would overlook the fact that we are not yet united.” A. 


The New Testament Conception of the Church. — Among the repre- 
sentatives attending the recent International Missionary Council meeting 
at Tambaram (Madras), India, was also the Rev. Dr. Abdel Ross Wentz, 
professor at the Gettysburg Lutheran Theological Seminary of the U.L. 
C.A. Under the heading given he presented a paper in which he stressed 
the commonly acknowledged Scriptural affectiones of the Church: The 
Church is 1) Christian; 2) holy; 3) apostolic; 4) catholic, or universal; 
5) one. These marks of the Church the Romanists apply to their own 
external ecclesiastical organization, while their Lutheran opponents 
rightly relate them to the ecclesia invisibilis. “Ecclesia invisibilis est 
sancta, una, apostolica, catholica, infallibilis [columna veritatis], extra 
quam nulla salus.” (Cf. e.g., Hutterus Redivivus, p. 266 f.) Hase quotes 
Hutter as complaining: “Quod ad veram ecclesiam pertinet, quod sit 
columna veritatis quodque non erret, illud ad suam ecclesiam Pontificii 
vitiose transferunt.” (Ibid.) But the same papistic tendency, to refer that 
which properly and exclusively belongs to the ecclesia invisibilis, we find 
also in Reformed theology, as also in Calvinizing Lutheran denominations 
of a unionistic type. In his article Dr. Wentz commits the same mistake, 
and we direct the attention of our readers to this fact because we find 
his essay published in a popular Lutheran periodical without any critical 
comment whatever. But thus to apply to Christendom in general what 
really belongs to the communio sanctorum means to present not the New 
Testament conception of the Church but a downright rationalistic con- 
ception (Calvinism, Romanism, Ritschlianism, Modernism), which is 
bound to cause the greatest confusion. 

This confusion is grossly apparent even in the essay of Dr. Wentz. 
The Madras (Tambaram) International Missionary Council was governed 
in the main by liberal leaders. Dr. Mott served as its moderator and 
was again chosen for this office, though he is an outspoken Modernist of 


30 
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the E.Stanley Jones type. The most popular books at Tambaram were 
those of Toyohiko Kagawa, whose “Christian outlook” has become almost 
entirely “socialized.” Prof. Hendrik Kraemer’s recent work, The Christian 
Message in a Non-Christian World, written especially for the convention, 
was much discussed; but while it aims at a conservative attitude, it is 
nevertheless steeped in the unionism and externalism from which Cal- 
vinism commonly suffers. At the conference sixty-three different de- 
nominations were represented, including staunch conservatives, middle- 
of-the-roaders, and declared Liberalists. Such a variegated assembly 
made up of believers and scoffers, and all of them given blindly to 
religious unionism, is certainly not the “Church of the living God.” 
And yet Dr. Wentz addressed it as if the external body of so-called 
Christians represented by these several hundred delegates were the 
Church, which is Christian, holy, apostolic, catholic, one. But we dare 
not comfort an ecclesiastical church-body which is so inherently ration- 
alistic and unionistic as that convened at Tambaram with the affectiones 
that apply only to the congregatio sanctorum, which to us in this life is 
invisible. 

The confusion in the mind of the writer may be shown by a few 
statements from his essay. He writes: “The Church of the New Testa- 
ment is catholic because its message is a message of divine revelation 
and transcends all forms of religion and religiosity. Christianity is not 
a religion. Religion is man’s effort to adjust himself to the ultimates. 
Christianity is God’s answer to the quest of the human heart. Jesus 
Christ is not the founder of a religion. The message of the New Testa- 
ment Church is not simply one of several possibilities for man’s pious 
self-expression. It stands alone as God’s message to man. It is not just 
a word from God or a word about God; it is the Word of God whose 
content is Jesus Christ. The Church is catholic because it does not 
come with a philosophy nor a system of doctrine nor an ethic; it does 
not even come with a religion. It comes with a person, a living God, 
who speaks through Jesus Christ. Our God is larger than the founder 
of religion. Our Gospel transcends religion as well as time and place. 
And our Church, so long as it is faithful to this witness, is the catholic 
Church.” 

To correct such a paragraph in the sense of Scripture and our Lu- 
theran Confessions is simply impossible, for in it truth and error are 
hopelessly commingled. The whole article so teems with unbiblical and 
un-Lutheran declarations that it must be rejected in its entirety. One 
thing is certain: If we give up the Scriptural distinction of the ecclesia 
visibilis and invisibilis and of orthodox visible churches and heterodox 
visible churches, which we must avoid, then the entire doctrine of the 
Church becomes uncertain and confused. Then, too, there will be noth- 
ing to oppose to the prevailing unionism of today, and rationalism will 
reign and destroy without hindrance. What we need today is a new, 
careful study of the Scriptural doctrine of the Church as it is set forth 
in the Confessions of our Lutheran Church. Qui bene distinguit, bene 
docet. But to distinguish well and to teach well requires first of all 
that we study well, viz., Holy Scripture and our precious Lutheran Con- 
fessions. J.T. M. 
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“A Working Faith for the World,” by Dr. Hugh Vernon White, pro- 
fesses to speak from the standpoint of “liberal Christianity,” which in 
some fashion is set in contrast with “the dogmatic metaphysics of the 
Catholic Church,” the “irresponsible other-worldliness of Lutheranism,” 
and the “legalistic conception of Calvinism.” When the author declares, 
bluntly and dogmatically, that “Lutheran Christianity has no working faith 
and philosophy for this present world,” one wonders amazedly whether 
the author has ever seen the great “guide book for the Christian life,” 
Luther’s Small Catechism, which perhaps has had a greater ethical in- 
fluence in the “present world” than any other single book, excepting the 
Bible itself. And one wonders why certain countries where the Lutheran 
Church is practically the only Church are pointed to by the whole world 
as the best in social and economic and political conditions if “Lutheran 
Christianity has no working faith and philosophy for the present 
WOLlG, «5% The Lutheran, Jan.11, 1939 


The Madras Conference. — Repeatedly it has been mentioned that 
the International Missionary Council was gathered in Madras, India, 
in December of last year. About five hundred persons attended. 
A matter that struck an observer as noteworthy was the fellowship 
practised by delegates from China and Japan although their countries 
are at war with each other. Bishop Hobson, who gives his impressions 
of the meeting in an article written for the Living Church and to whom 
we owe the little detail just mentioned, furthermore dwells on the 
various theological tendencies represented in the assembly, for instance, 
that of exponents of “the continental point of view,” holding the position 
of Karl Barth, and another that of a group holding the so-called “American 
position,” where, if we understand the term, the emphasis is placed not 
so much on theology as on social work. The Confessional Church of 
Germany was represented, and its spokesmen were treated with much 
sympathy. With respect to definite results of the meeting the Bishop 
says: “First, Madras proclaims the Christian truth that the State has 
no supreme or ultimate authority over the individual. . . . Second, 
Madras affirms the Christian truth that as no individual has a right 
to claim supreme sovereignty in his relations with others, so no state 
has a right to claim supreme sovereignty in its relations with other 
states.” If this second point is reported correctly, it is very apparent 
that the council busied itself with matters over which the Church has 
no jurisdiction or authority. A. 


Recent Changes in the Presbyterian Church.— The Machen group, 
first known as the Presbyterian Consitutional Covenant in 1936, then as 
the Presbyterian Church of America, has again changed its name. Mem- 
bers of the Presbyterian Church of the U.S.A. (Northern Presbyterians) 
had brought suit to restrain the Machen group from using a name so 
similar to theirs. Rather than to continue the litigation the small group 
adopted the name Orthodox Presbyterian Church at the fifth General As- 
sembly, held in February. According to the Presbyterian Guardian the 
name Orthodox was selected as a testimonial to the fact that they intend 
to remain faithful to historic Calvinism, especially the so-called Five 
Points of Calvinism. The theory of limited atonement is a fundamental 
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tenet of the Orthodox Presbyterians, whereas the Presbyterian Church 
in its Declaratory Statement of 1903 had virtually repudiated this theory. 
The Presbyterian Guardian, official paper of the Orthodox group, in the 
current volume, p.31, objects to the Dr. W. A. Maier’s statement in The 
Cross from Coast to Coast “The Savior lays down His life as the acceptable 
and eternal ransom of your souls.” The reviewer states that by thus ad- 
dressing believers and unbelievers Dr. Maier has fallen into the dilemma 
of all who teach universal atonement. If they were ransomed, they 
would be saved. To tell an unsaved that the Savior’s blood was shed in 
vain for him is tantamount to saying that “Christ died intending to save, 
but His purposes were frustrated.” Calvinism with its theory of the 
sovereignty of God and doctrine of irresistible grace cannot understand 
and accept 2 Pet. 2:1.—The Orthodox Presbyterian Church maintains 
Westminster Seminary at Philadelphia, which has prepared 172 graduates 
for the ministry since 1931. 

Some Presbyterians who had withdrawn from their respective mod- 
ernistic churches and had associated themselves with the Orthodox 
Church broke with the Machen group because of their views on pre- 
millennialism and total abstinence. This group of Presbyterians and 
other adherents of Fundamentalism have recently organized the Bible 
Presbyterian Church. Dr.H. Mcallister Griffiths, reporting on this new 
denomination in the Christian Beacon (quoted in the Sunday-School 
Times, March 18, 1939), states that “for the first time in history a Pres- 
byterian Church holding faithfully to the great doctrinal tradition of 
Augustine and Calvin has officially recognized and incorporated into its 
standards the fruits of the eschatological study of the last three hundred 
years.” Faith Seminary at Wilmington, Del., with an enrolment of twenty 
theological students, is the headquarters of this new organization. We 
have been informed that the title “Faith” was selected to indicate that 
the seminary does not depend on endowments or other regular sources of 
income but is financed “as the Lord provides the funds.” F. E. M. 


A Crusade for Clean Literature.— Beginning on Ash Wednesday 
and lasting during the entire season of Lent, there was held in Canada 
under the auspices of the Catholic Youth Union a national crusade for 
good reading, according to America, a Catholic review of the week. This 
plan of action was decided upon in a recent convention at Ottawa, where 
the delegates representing about 400,000 young Canadians promised upon 
their honor: 1. to buy, read, and circulate only good, clean, and whole- 
some literature; 2. to refrain from buying, reading, and circulating any 
publications containing articles, illustrations or advertisements of an im- 
moral, indecent, or suggestive nature. 3. to boycott all publications, dis- 
tributors, and venders who pander to the public by sale and display of 
vicious matter. The project also embraces the formation of canvassing 
committees, one of whose functions is to visit news agencies, bookstores, 
and news-stands and request cooperation with the crusade, even asking 
the proprietors and venders to sign pledge cards. By means of lectures, 
speeches, news releases, radio announcements, the organization hopes to 
spread its “spirit throughout the Dominion. We insist that all forms of 
poison be labeled by the skull and cross-bones as a constant warning to 
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those who must handle it. Our government has enacted severe regula- 
tions concerning the sale and use of narcotics and other harmful drugs, 
but vicious literature and obscene pictures, a poison more deadly to the 
spiritual and moral life of our young people, is sold openly over many 
of the counters in the places of business which we support by our pat- 
ronage, or are peddled unlabeled among the children and young people 
of our Church and country, or are loaned to them from innocent- and 
at times even exclusive-looking private loan libraries. Our Christians 
ought to find out whether their community is cursed with distributing 
agencies of this form of moral poison. We would not remain indifferent 
if we were to discover that some fiend was deliberately polluting the 
water supply of our city with deadly cholera germs.” A.M.R. 


Has the preaching that voids the stern truths about sin and salva- 
tion brought peace and comfort to the Church, the nation, or the world? 
Under the caption “A Notorious Failure” The Brethren Evangelist for- 
cibly sums up the situation: 

“Modern religious movements for a generation have centered their 
efforts toward bringing world peace, tolerance between the races, and 
a new social order. Not only have these efforts ended in failure, but 
all these ideals are further from realization than when churchmen 
stopped the preaching of salvation and shifted to the social emphasis. 
Modernism can be credited with nothing but failure. It has not brought 
world peace; it has not brought tolerance between the races, and it has 
failed miserably in ushering in a new social order. There is a reason. 


Modernism is a departure from the purposes and commission given by 
our Lord to His Church. The Church is not told to transform men from 
the outside in but to present the Gospel, which is the power of God unto 
salvation and to outward transformations as well. The social gospel can 
find no short cut in a new social order. Salvation is an individual matter, 
and the more born again believers there are in the world, the better will 
be society. The Presbyterian 


Where “America” Is Right.— No comment is needed on this item 
of America (Roman Catholic weekly) having the title “Mothers on the 
Jury.” 

“Some weeks ago, Mrs. Bessie Zahnstecher began to serve on a New 
York jury. After a few days she was rebuked by the judge, and her 
name was ordered stricken from the jury lists. She had reported late 
every morning. ‘If you want to do jury duty,’ said the judge, ‘you should 
do it as the men do it.’ 

“The worth of that advice may be dubious, but it seems to us that 
Mrs. Zahnstecher had a good excuse. She had to prepare breakfast for 
her husband. Her little boy was suffering from a bad cold, and a new 
servant had to be instructed how to care for him. In addition, this 
domestic task and that called her before she could set out to serve her 
country on the jury. 

“Sympathy is due Mrs. Zahnstecher, who deposes: ‘I just feel terrible 
about all this.’ But we should like to inquire into the mentality of the 
official who allowed a mother with a sick child to serve on a jury. Jury 
service is a duty, but there are higher duties, with which it should not 
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be permitted to interfere. A mother who cares for a sick child not 
only fulfils one of these, but helps the State more than by serving on 
a jury. It also seems to us that feeding a husband ranks above jury 
service. When homes are neglected, the State as well as the household 
suffers.” 

The Church Situation in Germany.— “According to latest news 
advices from Germany it is evident that further restrictions are being 
placed on the Church by those who are in authority. While the new 
decrees may be variously interpreted, it would seem that the process 
of bringing German Protestantism under the control of the Nazi state 
is gradually going forward. 

“One of the new orders which have been published by Dr. Friedrich 
Werner, president of the Evangelical Church Council, provides that 
any church-member may choose some pastor other than the regular 
minister of his parish for the performance of ‘the individual duties 
of his office, for religious instruction, or even for his entire churchly 
ministration.’ 

“Another of the new decrees provides that a pastor may be removed 
from his church against his will if it seems desirable to redistrict parishes. 
A pastor also may be dismissed ‘if he can no longer conduct his office 
within his congregation in an advantageous manner or if the preservation 
of order in his congregation so demands.’ 

“Confessional circles are reported to be greatly concerned about 
the new orders, believing them to be a direct attempt on the part of 
the Nazi State to eliminate pastors who have been recalcitrant. Struggle 
for control of the churches between the Confessionalists and the German 
Christians (advocates of State domination) has been going on ever since 
Hitler came to power. Because of his opposition to Nazi interference in 
the Church the Rev. Martin Niemoeller, militant leader of the Con- 
fessional Synod, has been in a concentration camp for more than a year. 

“The Evangelical Church, which is the State Church of Prussia, 
is a combination of both Lutherans and Reformed. The question of 
who dominates it is not very clear. Although Hitler brought about 
the election of Ludwig Mueller as Reichsbischof, the early efforts of 
this man to rule the Church brought about such a wide-spread revolt on 
the part of the Confessionals that Hitler was constrained to restrict 
his powers. This he did by appointing a layman, Hans Kerrl, as 
minister of church affairs in the Reich. Kerrl, however, has delegated 
certain powers to Dr. Werner, president of the Evangelical Church 
Council, and is believed by some to be using him as an instrument to 
carry out his own ideas. Werner does not possess the confidence of 
the Confessional group and has been openly opposed by many of these.” 

The above is an editorial appearing in the Lutheran Companion. 
On account of the difficulty of obtaining information we hesitate to make 
any statement of our own concerning the present religious situation 
in Germany. A. 

Is Christianity Being Crushed in Germany? — A negative reply to 
this question is found in the Presbyterian, which quotes an exchange 
to this effect: “Recent dispatches from Berlin through the Associated 
Press indicate that the efforts to eradicate religious teaching in the 
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schools are making little headway. Only about fifteen per cent. of the 
Protestant teachers are reported as having acceded so far to the demands 
for the elimination of classes in religion. The great majority of the 
teachers not only themselves favor the continuance of such teaching, 
but are receiving the support of most of the parents, who also are 
opposed to the discarding of religious education. Moreover, it is stated 
that some of the provincial governors are siding with these parents, 
though it apparently means that they are risking their positions in 
doing so. The large group of Christians who have opposed the efforts 
of the government to force the Church to conform to the religious 
viewpoint of National Socialism, notwithstanding the persecutions to 
which they have been subjected, continue to defy these and all other 
efforts to paganize Christianity.” To what extent the efforts of the 
State are here correctly characterized we are unable to say. Recent 
events make the separation of Church and State loom as a real 
possibility. A. 
Juvenile Delinquency in Germany.— “Juvenile and youth delin- 
quency and crime in Germany show an increase of forty per cent. during 
the past three years according to a report issued by the Nofrontier News 
Service. The number of offenders from 14 to 18 years of age jumped 
from 6,751 in 1934 to 9,954 for 1936. Once previously, during the depres- 
sion years of 1931 and 1932, Germany experienced a similar rise in 
juvenile delinquency. During that period nearly 10,000 young people 
appeared before the courts, but of that number approximately (about 
30 per cent.) were driven to crime by hunger and poverty. According 
to the most recent statistics, however, only 934 youths (fewer than 
10 per cent.) were similarly motivated.” So reports the News Bulletin 
of the National Lutheran Council. Whether this report is correct or not, 
we cannot say. A priori every Christian will admit that depriving the 
young of instruction in the Word of God must result in lawlessness on 
their part. If the article from which we have quoted is correct in what 
it cites from its authority, “two or three afternoons and Sunday belong 
to the Hitler youth irrespective of the schools,” one need not be sur- 
prised at these conditions. A. 


Brief Items.— Concordia Teachers’ College, River Forest, IIl., 
announces that it will again hold a summer session. The dates are 
June 26 to July 29. For Sunday-school teachers an institute will be 
conducted from July 17 to 21. “The summer-school offers 1. a full 
summer course leading to the bachelor’s degree, offered to teachers in 
a Christian environment; 2. a modified program for women teachers, 
many of whom have had no opportunity for college training in a synodi- 
cal institution; 3. summer courses for choirmasters leading to member- 
ship in the Lutheran Choirmasters Guild; 4. courses for Sunday-school 
teachers in the new Concordia Teacher-training Series; 5. a special course 
for pastors, in which they prepare themselves for teaching the Sunday- 
school courses.” An attractive folder, giving full information, is available. 
All that are interested should address the dean of the summer-school, 
Prof. W. O. Kraeft, Concordia Teachers College, River Forest, Ill. 


Greece is having its troubles with people who cling to the old 
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(Julian) calendar. Imprisonment of two bishops who advocate adher- 
ence to this calendar was of no avail. These men have been set free, 
and they have been ordaining helpers, sending them as priests to any 
village that is willing to have them. A certain number of monks, 
especially from Mount Athos, have been abetting this strange cause. 
It seems the Greek Church is afflicted with a real schism. 


Speaking of decided changes in his religious convictions, Prof. E.G. 
Homrighausen of Princeton says in the Christian Century: “It was not 
Karl Barth alone who made this transformation. Mention must be made 
especially of Emil Brunner, Karl Heim, and Herman Kutter, and Eduard 
Thurneysen. Other events, listed farther on, conspired to assist in the 
process of my spiritual rebirth. Yet I must confess, it was not these 
men and events merely, but all of them led me to the two men I now 
regard as the greatest Christians of all times— Paul and Luther. 
In short, what hit me was not a theology, nor a theologian, nor a group 
of theologians, but realistic Biblical religion!” 

Recently in Havana, Cuba, an Episcopal bishop was consecrated, 
the Rev. A. Hugo Blankingship. “He is the first Anglican bishop ever to 
have been consecrated in Cuba and the third bishop of Cuba.” 


The bishop (Anglican) of the Windward Islands is reported to 
have uttered this complaint: “Today we are spending thousands of 
pounds on the education of children in the mission-field. In my islands 
there are at work 46 American crazy religions.— Holy Rollers, Holy 
Shakers, and all sorts of unholy holies. We are flooded with pernicious 


literature. Here is our Mother Church teaching her children to read 
and leaving it to the heretics to provide them with reading matter.” The 
Windward Islands belong to the West Indies. 


The Cathedral of St. John the Divine in New York will be practically 
completed this year. $435,000 has been collected for that purpose. 


A reader of the Presbyterian, writing a letter to that journal, warns 
against union with the Episcopalians. He says very correctly: “We would 
suggest that, if Presbyterians, either clerical or lay members, wish to 
become Episcopalians, let them do so, and vice versa; but there is no 
necessity for taking the whole denomination along for the sake of a few 
who wish the change.” 

The Christian Century writes that Dr. A.D. Mattson, professor of 
Christian Ethics at Augustana Lutheran Seminary, is to have said in 
an address before a conference on the relation of the Church to con- 
temporary social problems: “The New Testament provides more material 
for sociology than for theology. . .. Jesus performed many of His 
miracles for social service. The sins of which John the Baptist urged 
his listeners to repent had a very definite social character. The duty of 
the Church is to testify against all sin, individual and social. The Church 
must not identify itself with any political group, but must sit in judgment 
upon all political movements and theories from the standpoint and spirit 
of Jesus.” What a sad aberration! The speaker ought to ponder 1 Cor. 
5:12, 13, “For what have I to do to judge them also that are without? ... 
But they that are without God judgeth.” A. 
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The Book of Beginnings. A New Translation of the Book of Genesis. 
By Alexander Marlowe. Eerdmans Publishing Company. 139 
pages, 5714. Price, $1.00. 

This is an interesting attempt, of value in particular to the theologian 
who is working with the original languages of the Bible. The author 
presents a translation of Genesis from the standpoint of the Hebrew 
scholar, and to such the book will prove a challenge, for there are many 
interesting phrases in the new translation. But one could hardly recom- 
mend the rendering to the average layman, for the author has some 
rather strange translations. Instead of “God, the Lord” we have here 
“Jehovah the Elohim.” Instead of “woman” we have “she-man.” Instead 
of the serpent we have “Nahash, the hissing Stinger.” Instead of “Egypt” 
we have “Mizraim.” But for the man who has kept up his Hebrew 
there are many enlightening sections. P. E. KRETZMANN 


John Wyclif and the English Bible. By Melvin Mayce Cammack. Amer- 
ican Tract Society, 7 W.45th St., New York. 289 pages. Price, 
$1.75, postpaid. May be ordered through Concordia Publishing 
House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Mr. M. M. Cammack has diligently collected just about all the avail- 
able data concerning John Wyclif’s life. This material is offered in the 
first and second chapters of the book. In the third chapter he takes up 
the discussion of the study of the English language in Wyclif’s day. 
He points out that at that time there was no such thing as an English 
grammar or an English dictionary. Every one who spoke the language 
of England chose his own spelling, his own vocabulary, and his own 
grammatical construction. Scholars still used Latin. Some used a queer 
mixture of Anglo-Saxon, French, and Latin. This makes a very in- 
teresting and informative chapter. After devoting several more chapters 
to an investigation of Wyclif’s part in certain translations, his struggle 
against opposition, and his relation to others, the author then, in the 
second part of his book, reprints Wyclif’s translation of certain parts 
of the Bible. Those who wish to have authoritative material concerning 
early translations of the English Bible must consult this volume. 

We were surprised to find the old error that Luther taught con- 
substantiation repeated in this volume. The author admits that he does 
not understand Wyclif’s doctrine concerning the Eucharist. He comes to 
the conclusion that it was very much like Luther’s doctrine. He gives 
credit to Luther for influencing the English people, especially many of 
the clergy, to return again to the teachings of Wyclif and his Lollards. 
He also admits that Wyclif’s translation is decidedly inferior to that of 
Luther because the English Reformer translated the Vulgate, whereas 
Luther translated the original languages of Holy Scriptures. 

To those who are interested in the development of English from 
a mere Low-German dialect into a very dignified literary language this 
book offers real treasures. Just to give the reader a taste of Wyclif’s 
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language, let me say that he uses “delve” for dig; “farmer” for steward; 
“woot” for know; “skippies” for measures; “trowe” for believe; “stoole” 
for robe; “meslelis” for lepers; “rewme” (realm) for kingdom; “dome” 
for judgment, etc. A very helpful and valuable part of the book is the 
annotated bibliography which is added. This contains not only refer- 
ences to primary and secondary sources, but supplies a description of 
each work, book, or publication, so that the reader may choose those 
which especially interest him and furnish what he needs. 
M.S. SomMER 
Faith of Our Fathers. A Review of Our Holy Christian Faith as Set 
Forth in the Apostles’ Creed. By J.Theodore Mueller, Th.D., 
Professor of Doctrinal and Exegetical Theology, Concordia Sem- 
inary, St. Louis, Mo. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand 
Rapids, Mich. 124 pages, 542x8. Price, $1.00. Order from Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 
Here is a good book, which both stimulates interest in doctrinal 
study and brings wholesome, Scriptural instruction to its readers. Dis- 
cussing the various statements of the Apostles’ Creed, which is made 
the basis of the work, our esteemed colleague dwells on, and expounds, 
the fundamental teachings of the Christian Church. The student will 
find every important doctrine of the Bible treated. While the Apostles’ 
Creed, for instance, does not make mention of Baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper, this book in the chapter on the Holy Spirit submits paragraphs 
setting forth what the Bible says on the Sacraments. The Apostles’ 
Creed, to give another instance, does not make mention of the inspiration 
of the Bible, but in the opening chapters of this book a brief statement 
of Scripture’s teaching on this important matter is included. The presen- 
tation is simple and of kindling warmth; the print is good. In addition 
to acquainting strangers with our doctrinal position the book can well 
be used for review purposes by Sunday-school teachers, Bible classes, 
and adults in general. W. ARNDT 


Das Buch de3 Kampfes. Von Helmut Frey. Calwer Vereinshudhandlung, 
Stuttgart. 191 Seiten 5144x834. Preis: RM. 3.80. 

Das Bud der Fiihrung. Von Helmut Frey. Calwer Vereinshudhandlung, 
Stuttgart. 232 Seiten 5144x834. Preis: RM. 4.80. 

ES find dieS gwei Biicher einer Serie, ,Die Botfdhaft deS Wlten Leftaments, 
Erliuterungen altteftamentlider Schriften”, in der fie als Band 3 und 4 erfdeinen. 
Mag. theol. Frey, feit 1930 Pastor diaconus an der St. Sohanni8gemeinde ju 
Dorpat, feit 1931 Dozent am dortigen Theologifd-philofophifden Luther-Snftitut, 
fagt iiber Urt und Weife feiner Darftellung, dah fie fet eine ,Wuslequng, die aus 
den biblifden Veridten iiber Creigniffe, die fid) vor Qahrtaufenden abfpielten, die 
immer twiederfehrenden Strufturgefeke deS LebenS mit Gott ablieft.... So ift 
e3 der gleiche Rhythmus deS KRampfes, der das Leben Sakobs, den Weg de aus- 
erwablten Volks, die Kirdhengefdhidte, das Leben deS einzelnen Chriften von heute 
und fdlieblid in reinfter Form das Leben de HErrn felber durchgittert, wenn aud 
auf Der andern Seite der Rampf feines Leben grundfiglid) verfchieden ift von 
dem unfrigen”. (Vand 3, S.10.) Man vergleidhe Schriftftellen wie Rim. 14, 4; 
1 Kor. 10,11; 2 Tim. 3,16.17. Bn dem Nachweis der Wahrheit diefer Schrift: 
worte, in der Untwendung der altteftamentliden Gefchidten auf unfer eigen’ 
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Chriftenleben, in der Haren Di8pofition der einzelnen RKapitel und Whfdhnitte liegt 
meines Eradjtens die Hauptftirfe und der Wert diefer Biidher fiir einen Paftor, 
der fic) ja amtshalber und 3ur eigenen Erbauung immer twieder mit dem Alten 
Teftament befchiftigen muh. WLS Beifpicl der DarftellungSweife mige geniigen 
die Ynhaltsangabe von Kap. 2, Bud) 4 (S.5), und deffen ,Zufammenfaffung” 
(S. 46). Seite 5 lejen wir: ,Rap. 2. Schuld und Schmac) innerhalb deS aus- 
erivablten Stammes (1 Moj. 38, 1—30). Die Siinde der Wuserwahlten im Dienft 
det Fithrung Gottes. — Das Urbild der Gnade Chrifti, die unfer Fleifeh und 
Blut annimmt. — Judas Fall. a. Die Verwijdung der Grenjzen jwijchen den Wus- 
erwablten und der Welt (88, 1—5). b. Das Gericht iiber die Siinde und den 
Widerftand der Wuserwahlten (88, 6—11). c. Der Sieg der Wahl Gottes in der 
Siinde dev WuSertwahlten (88, 12—26). d. Der Widerfprud) zwifdhen menfdhlider 
Wahl und Gottes Wahl (88, 27—30).” Das wird ausgefithrt Seite 40—46. 
Seite 43 lefen wir: ,3ft aber cin wefentlicer Unterfdhied gwifden Buda mit feiner 
Doppelten Moral, der die Frau verbrennt fiir das, was der Mann fic) jelbftver- 
ftindlic) Herausnimmt, und dem Mann der fogenannten chriftlichen Gefellfdaft 
pon heute? Jn Buda wird uns gezeigt, was wir find, wenn Gottes Gnade uns 
nidt Halt.” Seite 46 folgt dann die Zujammenfaffung: ,So verfiindigt died 
RKapitel eine zwiefade Botfdaft. 1. Die erfte hat Martin Luther uns gedolmetfdt, 
wenn er fagt, dah die Kapitel mit feiner Finfternis zu den fiftlidften und troft- 
lidhften der ganjen Bibel sahlt. Cs ift fo fdftlic, weil eS allen falfdhen Schein 
gerftirt, mit dem wir fo gern unjer fdhwadhes Fleijd) umfleiden, um — einge- 
fponnen in Diefe falfchen Bllufionen — defto tiefer 3u irren und 3u fallen. Die 
Wahrheit aber itber unfer Fleifd) — das bei den griften Heiligen das gleicdhe 
ift — lehrt uns, dak wir Gnade braucen.... 2. Die gweite Botfdhaft [die uns 
iibrigenS aud) Luther zeigt, St. &. I, 1171. 1195] lautet: ,Wenn Gottes Sohn 
fis) nicht gefcheut hat, diefes Fleifdh und Blut Judas anzunehmen und drin ju 
twohnen, fo wird aud) mein Fleife und Blut ihm nicht 3u fehlecht fein, um mid 
anjunehmen, und e8 Dditrfen aud) heute Lekte Erfte werden. Gottes KRommen in 
dDieS verachtete Fleijd lehrt der Gnade vertrauen. Darum ift diefe Botfdhaft fo 
triiftlich.” 

Und dod) ift unjere Freude an den VBiidhern feine ungemifdhte. Der Verfaffer 
fteht unter dem Cinfluk der modernen Kritif und Barths. Er halt die ,Quellen- 
frage” fiir ,cine im wiffenfdaftliden Schrifttum 3u Geniige behandelte’, Band 
3,10, und nimmt fie an, redet, foweit ich gelefen habe, nie von MofeS alS dem 
Verfaffer, jondern von dem ,biblifchen Schriftfteller (frither Redaftor genannt)/’, 
3,10, der Thamar alS Davids Stammutter und damit aud) alS Mutter des 
Meffias fannte, 4,42. Die Barthfche calviniftifde Wuffaffung deS Wortes Gottes 
findet fic) 4, 76.77: ,Unfere Gefchichte zeigt, ein GotteSwort fann eine umival- 
jende ftaatSpolitijde Bedeutung gewinnen. Yofeph fchipft aus dem GotteSwort, 
mit Dem Pharao nidts anfangen fonnte, ein gangze8 ftaatS- und wirt{daftspoli- 
tifeheS Reformprogramm. Cr fordert Sparmagknahmen, die Cinfegung eines 
LebenSmitteldiftators, die Cinfekung eines erften Siebenjahrplans, Verwaltungs- 
reform, Notgefeke, Wusfehreibung de Fiinften, Cinfiihrung von Kornmonopolen 
und LebenSmittelmagazinen, Bentralifierung der Verwaltung — da8 alles von 
einem Worte Gottes her, das nicht einmal an ihn ergangen, nur ihm wwieder- 
gegeben worden war.” Kurz vorher heift e3: ,Wenn doc) auch in unferer Beit 
mehr Menfchen twairen, die das Wort Gottes fiir ihr gangzeS Volf hiren und die 
Sdhlupfolgerungen daraus gu ziehen, das Gebot der Stunde darin gu faffen im- 
ftande twiren!” Dazu ift gu bemerfen: Ginmal gibt der Vert aud) nit den 
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geringften Unlak, das Meformprogramm Yojephs von einem Worte Gottes her 
abjuleiten. Die Wuslegung de$ Traum, des WorteS Gottes an Pharao, hirt mit 
BY. 32 auf. BY. 33—36 ift der Rat Bofephs, des von Gott mit befonderer ftaats- 
miannijder Weisheit begabten Biinglings, den er aber feineStwegs Ddiefem Wort 
Gottes 3u verdanfen hatte, das ja von einem folden Programm auch nicht mit 
einer Silbe redet. Zum andern, GotteS Wort, das heift, die Heilige Schrift, 
ftellt nirgends ein beftimmtes ftaats- und wirt{dhaftspolitifaes Neformprogramm 
auf, an das Menjdhen, die fic) Dem Worte Gottes unteriwerfen wollen, fic) halten 
miiften. Sum Ddritten: Wenn man von einem nod) heute an un3 ergehenden 
Wort Gottes redet, das neben und aufer der Heiligen Schrift ergeht und dock 
bon gleicjem Wert und gleicher Wutoritit fein joll wie die in allen ihren Worten 
von Gott eingegebene und darum unfehlbare Bibel, fo ijt das unbiblifde, wider- 
biblifche Schmarmerei, bor der man fic) ju hiiten hat. Wir halten es fiir unjere 
Pflicht, auf dieje Fehler aufmertjam ju machen, die fic) neben andern in diejen 
fonft fo trefflicen Bitchern finden, deren Leftiire cinem Lefer mit geitbten Sinnen 
Genuf und Gewinn verfcaffen wird. Th. Latjd 


No Other Way. By N.M. Ylvisaker. Augsburg Publishing House, Min- 
neapolis, Minn. 255 pages, 5448. Price, $1.00. May be ordered 
through Concordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Dr. N. M. Ylvisaker, a graduate of Luther College, Decorah, Iowa, 
and of Luther Theological Seminary, St.Paul, Minn., is at present 
executive secretary of the Young People’s Luther League and vice- 
president of the Youth Commission of the American Lutheran Con- 
ference. As such he is deeply interested in the doctrinal training of 
the young people of his Church, and it is chiefly in their interest that 
he has written his books, The Glory Road, Face Toward God, and now 
No Other Way, i.e., no other way of salvation than through faith in 
Christ Jesus. While the first two works are preeminently devotional 
and directional, the last is chiefly doctrinal, covering almost the entire 
field of Christian doctrine in close conformity to Luther’s Catechism. 
It contains twenty-three chapters, which are divided into five chief 
parts, following Luther’s well-known division. The book is written 
with deep earnestness and presents, largely by way of new approaches 
and in a new garb, the old Lutheran doctrines of sin and grace, justi- 
fication and sanctification, centered in the cardinal doctrine of the sola 
fide. It is refreshing to note how the author emphasizes not only the 
doctrines of verbal and plenary inspiration and the inerrancy of Holy 
Writ, but also those of sola Scriptura and sola gratia, rejecting every 
human authority in theology and every form of synergism. While the 
chapter on “Awakening” is free from all pietistic and sectarian taint, 
we wonder whether it is not somewhat misleading to young people not 
sufficiently acquainted with our Lutheran doctrine. Occasionally the 
author quotes Barth and refers to Kierkegaard, though he proves him- 
self a better theologian than either of them. But such quotations are 
exceptional. Again and again Luther and our Confessions are cited, 
together with Professor Hove and in many cases the dogmatical publi- 
cations of our own Synod. We recommend this new popular and 
practical doctrinal theology to our pastors, not only in order that they 
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may discover what leading men in other synods are teaching, but also 
that they may rejoice at the deep interest in the study of Christian 
doctrine manifested by this doctrinal compend, and the pure presentation 
of our Lutheran doctrine in this new form. If Lutheran dogmaticians 
continue to publish works like Dr. Ylvisaker’s No Other Way, there is 
yet hope that the Lutheran church union may be secured for which so 
many have worked and witnessed these many years. 
J. THEODORE MUELLER 

The Resurrection of the Human Body. By Norman H.Camp. The Bible 

Institute Colportage Association, Chicago. 127 pages, 544x7%. 

Price, 75 cts. 

This treatise on the resurrection both of Christ and of all the dead, 
on the reality and the nature of the resurrection, and on the importance 
of the doctrine, and on the fatal consequences of its denial is in the 
main Scriptural. Presented in simple language and with the assurance 
of faith, it is instructive and edifying. However, towards the end it 
gets into the millennium and presents the false teaching of premillen- 
nialism, or the double resurrection, the “first resurrection” proceeding 
in three stages (first the New Testament saints are raised, about seven 
years thereafter the Old Testament saints, and at the end of the seven 
years the tribulation saints, 144,000 Jews and the great multitude that 
has been saved through their preaching) and ushering in “the mil- 
lennial reign of Christ on earth: Christ returns to Jerusalem in power 
and glory, and the kingdoms of this world become the kingdom of our 
Lord; it will be a warless kingdom, in which the animals, too, will 
lose their ferocious natures.” It is tragic.—The author presents the 
Scriptural teaching concerning the glorified, spiritual body of the resur- 
rection. The use of the term “material body” in this connection is un- 
fortunate. — The teaching that the wicked will be raised from the dead 
by virtue of Christ’s resurrection, is an old Calvinistic idea. 

Tu. ENGELDER 
The World’s Religions. A Short History. By Charles Samuel Braden, 
Ph.D. Cokesbury Press, Nashville. 256 pages, 5714. Price, $1.50. 

This is, as the subhead indicates, a short history of the religions 
of the world, written by a man who has done extensive work in the field 
of missions and in the history and literature of religions. We have here 
a great deal of information, in very readable form, for every one who 
wishes to consult some of the fundamental informational material in the 
field of comparative religion. The bibliography for further study is 
fairly comprehensive. The author discusses, in thirteen chapters, religion 
as such, the religions of primitive peoples, the religions of Egypt and 
Babylonia, the religions of Greece and Rome, the religions of Northern 
Europe, Zoroastrianism, Hinduism, Buddhism, the religions of China, the 
religions of Japan, Judaism, Christianity, and Mohammedanism. No 
special attempt is made to present Christianity as the absolute religion. 
In fact, the chapter on Christianity is by far the weakest in the whole 
book, since it contains many misrepresentations, as when the author 
states that the “early Jewish religion was quite certainly tribal” (p. 164), 
that Jesus “may have become a follower of John for a time” (p.180), 
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and that the disciples on Pentecost Day spoke “in strange inarticulate 
sounds” (p.185), whereas the text clearly states that the people heard 
the apostles speak every one in the tongue in which he was born. The 
author’s discussion of the resurrection is extremely weak. If the reader 
will omit the chapters on Judaism and on Christianity, he may derive 
much value from a study of the book. P. E. KRETZMANN 


Those Gay Middle Ages. By Frederick D.Kershner. Willett, Clark 
& Company, New York. 235 pages, 5348. Price, $2.00. May 
be ordered through Concordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson 
Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 

This is the way the other half lived in the Middle Ages, not the 
barons and princes, knights in steel and fair ladies, the priesthood and 
the hierarchy, — the life of the common people is in the foreground in 
these well-written chapters, each of them dealing with one large aspect 
of medieval life — sanitation, education, marriage, etc. The author is 
dean of the School of Religion at Butler University in Indianapolis. 
The theme of his book is: “We need all of the good things which the 
Middle Ages can present, but from the rest, good Lord, deliver us!” 
While Dr. Kershner appreciates the scholasticism of the Middle Ages as 
“one of the most remarkable triumphs of the spirit of man,” he has no 
illusions regarding the inutility and ineffectiveness of the work done by 
the scholastics, here treated under the heading “The Hair-splitting 
Brigade.” The book is written in a racy style, and it is, all in all, 
a stream-lined sketch of the Middle Ages that we have in these pages. 
Dr. Kershner has no reverence for the feudal nobility, glorified in verse 
and song; it was in fact “arrogant, callous and cruel, coarse and fre- 
quently contemptible.” The inhuman cruelties practised, especially in 
the treatment of heretics, are pictured in a chapter headed “Where Was 
the Humane Society?” and the chapter describing the filth of the medieval 
cities bears the title “Pigs Is Pigs.’ These journalistic excrescences of 
Dr. Kershner’s style are, however, a mere artifice used in order to make 
attractive a story which is highly unpleasant in most of its features 
and which, we should add, is here told on the basis of very sound 
scholarship. TH. GRAEBNER 


Miniaturen anu meinem Leben. Bon Hans Preuk. BWerlag von C. Bertels- 
mann, Giitersfoh. 1938. 140 Geiten 514%4x8. ‘Preis: RKartoniert, 
RM. 3.60. 

Wiederholt haben wir an diefer Stelle Schriften von D. Hans Preuf, Pro- 
feffor der Rirchengefdicdte an der Univerfitit Erlangen, angezeigt und empfobhlen, 
namentlich die grofe Luthertrilogie ,Martin Luther der Riinftler’, Martin 
Luther der Prophet”, , Martin Luther der Deutfdhe” und feine jeden Lefer feffelnde 
RKirchengefdhidte ,BVon den RKatafomben bis 3u den Beichen der Beit”, eins der 
intereffanteften Werke, die wir in den Iekten Bahren gelefen haben, und von dem 
ein Lefer diejer Beitfdhrift uns fehrieb, dah wir ihn durd) unfere Befpredung 
nverfiihrt” bitten, das Buch fich anzufchaffen, dah er e3 aber wabhrlich nicht be- 
reue. Wus andern Schriften und Artifeln ift befannt, dak D. Preuh zugleid ein 
herbdorragender Kunfthiftorifer ift, der Wlbredht Diirer und Johann Sebaftian Bach 
mit Recht alS die Kiinftler der Reformation 3u fdildern weif und den nod 
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lebenden Maler Rudolf Schafer mit feinen feinen Blluftrationen 3u Luthers und 
Paul Gerhardts Liedern und in feiner Bilderbibel alS den ,lutherijdften aller 
RKiinftler” (S. 61) erfannt und gedeutet hat. Bn dem vorliegenden Heinen Werte, 
das wit in einem Buge durdhgelejen haben, erzihlt nun Preuf aus feinem eige- 
nen Leben und flicht dabei fo mancherlet Beobadhtungen und Erfahrungen ein. 
Smmer fchaut der lutherijche Theolog und der feinfinnige Kunfthiftorifer durch, 
und er hat diefe mannigfaltigen Bilder mit Recht ,Miniaturen” genannt. C8 ift 
wirflic) Kleinmalerei; denn Preuf ift in feiner Darftellungsiweije felbft ein 
Riinftler. Cr erzahlt da in intereffanter und doch ganz einfacher Weife aus 
feinem Leben, aus feiner Kindheit, von feiner religidfen Entwidlung, aus feinen 
Scitler-= und Studentenjahren und entwirft dabei namentlic) ein anziehendes 
Bild von dem befannten bedeutendften neuteftamentlicen Gelehrten der Neuzeit 
Theodor Zahn, feinem alteren Rollegen in Erlangen. Er erzéhlt von feinen 
Shulmeifterjahren, als er Gymnafiallehrer in Freiburg und Dresden twar, von 
feinem Bejuch bet den ,Malerevangeliften” Wilhelm Steinhaujen und Cduard von 
Gebhardt, fchildert in lehrreicher Weife, wie ec zur Verabfaffung feiner Biicher 
aefommen ift; und doch tut er dies Iegtere in gan3 unaufdringlider, befdheidener 
Weije, ohne dah ev fich felbft rithmen will; denn ihm jchwebt dabei immer das 
pon ihm 3itierte befannte Lutherwort vor: ,Greif dir felber an deine Ohren, und 
qveifft Du recht, fo wirft Du finden ein fin Paar groper, flanger, rauher Cfels- 
ohren. So wage vollend die Koft daran und fdmiice fie mit giildenen Sellen, 
auf dah, wo Du gehft, man dich Hiren finne, mit Fingern auf dich weifen und 
fagen: Sebhet, jehet, da geht das feine Tier, das fo fiftliche Biicher fchreiben 
fann!” (©. 93; in der St. Qouifer Lutherausgabe 14, 437.) Er teilt feine Be- 
obadtungen mit, wenn er an einem RKurort fic) aufhalt oder ein Konzert mit 
anhirt, gibt eine feine Befdreibung von einem jolchen, in dem Mozarts grofes 
wRequiem” dargeboten twurde, und von einem anbdern mit 3erfahrener moDderner 
Mufif. Und aud) der Humor fehlt nicht, wenn er fo mandyeS aus feinem eigenen 
Leben, von feinen Kindern und Sejiilern erzihlt oder von feinen Lehrern, und 
immer find treffende, wertvolle Gedanfen und Wahrheiten eingeftreut, fo dah wir, 
wenn e&§ der Raum geftatten twiirde, manches auSfiihrlider mitteilen twiirden, 
3. B. dak er, nocd nicht zwilf Jahre alt, die ganze Bibel durchgelefen hatte (die 
ganze Heilige Schrift ift ein RKunftwerf, aber ,erft dem enthiillt fic) die Bibel 
gan3, Dem fie nicht mehr Literatur iftY, S.129) und dah ein Lehrer immer fidh 
bewuft fein foll der Mahnung, die in dem Schriftwort Sef. 8, 18 liegt. Ganz bez 
fondere Udhtung und grofe Liebe hat er fiir Luthers Perfinlidfeit. Bon feinem 
Reftorat an der Univerfitit, dem hidhften afademifden Wmt, fagt Preup, dah e8 
fiir ihn eine Schule der Demut war, befonderS in den erften Jahren der Not 
nach dem Weltirieg. Und eS fehlt aud) nist an ernften Wusfiihrungen iiber 
modernfirdhlides und chriftliches Leben. Welchen Fleig Preuh auf feine Studien 
beriwandt hat, geht unter anderm daraus hervor, dah er fiir feine Luthertrilogie 
famtliche Werke Luther nach der grofen Weimarer Wusgabe gelefen und mit der 
Seder ausgezogen hat, natiirlid) mit manderlet grofen Unterbrecdhungen. 8 
feblt aud) nicht an Selbftfritif, mandmal humorvoller, wenn er 3. B. gang offen 
Gefteht, Daf feine Handfchrift in ,fpateren Jahren reichlid) unleferlich” geworden 
fei, was fich auc) uns beftiitigt hat, fo dak einer unferer hiefigen Freunde die 
Schriftziige in einem hierher gericteten Briefe al8 »chinefifch” bezeichnete. — Jn 
dem Gefagten liegt genug Empfehlung diefe3 angziehenden Buches. 
RX. Firbhringer 
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The Faith of Betty Stam. In Poem and Verse. By Elizabeth Alden 
Scott Stam. Arranged by her parents, Clara and Charles E. Scott. 
Fleming H. Revell Co., New York. 129 pages, 544x7%. Price, 
$1.00. May be ordered through Concordia Publishing House, 3558 
S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


In 1934 John and Betty Stam, missionaries in China, were murdered 
by Chinese Communists, martyrdoms that stirred the entire Christian 
world at the time. The brief published story of their lives and early 
death was reviewed some time ago in our church-papers. The present 
volume is a collection of the poems of Betty Stam, collected by her 
parents, Dr. and Mrs. Charles E.Scott. They were written over a period 
of seventeen years. Some of them were found in the wreckage of the 
Stam home in Tsingtah, Ahnwei. 

Betty Stam was a poet. Naturally, not all poems in such a collec- 
tion will be of signal merit; but there are many both clever and beau- 
tiful among them, and a simple childlike faith in Christ runs through 
all the religious poems which we have had the time to read. Outstand- 
ing are such as these: “A Jingle of Words”; “Praise to Christ”; “Christ- 
mas.” A fine quatrain (and there are a number of others) is entitled 
“Nevertheless” and reads: 

Nevertheless Thy will is best; 

Nevertheless Thou lovest all. 

The bird Thou stirrest from her nest; 

Thy wing prevents her fall. WG hese 


BOOKS RECEIVED 


From the Meador Publishing Company, Boston: 


John Hanson and the Inseparable Union. An Authentic Biography 
of a Revolutionary Leader, Patriot, and Statesman. By Jacob A. Nelson. 
146 pages, 542x734. Price, $2.00. 


From the Fundamental Truth Publishers, Findlay, O.: 


101 Eye-Catching Objects. By Rev. Elmer L. Wilder, Th.D. 212 
pages. Price, $1.50. 








NOTICE TO OUR SUBSCRIBERS 


In order to render satisfactory service, we must have our current mailing-list 
correct. The expense of maintaining this list has been materially increased. 
Under present regulations we are subject to a “fine” on all parcels mailed to an 
incorrect address, inasmuch as we must pay 2 cents for every notification sent 
by the postmaster on a parcel or periodical which is undeliverable because no 
forwarding address is available or because there has been a change of address. 
This may seem insignificant, but in view of the fact that we have subscribers 
getting three or more of our periodicals and considering our large aggregate 
subscription list, it may readily be seen that it amounts to quite a sum during 
a year; for the postmaster will address a notification to each individual periodical. 
Our subscribers can help us by notifying us — one notification (postal card, costing 
only 1 cent) will take care of the addresses for several publications. We shall be 
very grateful for your cooperation. 

Kindly consult the address label on this paper to ascertain whether your 
subscription has expired or will soon expire. “June 39” on the label means that 
your subscription has expired. Please pay your agent or the Publisher promptly 
in order to avoid interruption of service. It takes about two weeks before the 
address label can show change of address or acknowledgment of remittance. 

When paying your subscription, F pow mention name of publication desired 
and exact name and address (both old and new, if change of address is requested). 


Concorpia Pusiisnine House, St. Louis, Mo. 
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